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FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
November 30, 2009 
3:00 – 4:30 p.m. 
Merrill-Cazier Library, Room 154 
 
 
 
Agenda 
 
 
3:00 Call to Order……………………………………………………………………………………...Ed Heath 
 Approval of minutes October 5, 2009 
 
3:05  Announcements...............................................................................................................Ed Heath  
 1.  Roll Call 
 2.  Faculty Forum minutes posted on FS webpage 
 
3:10 University Business…………………………………………………………...Stan Albrecht, President 
                 Raymond Coward, Provost 
         Sydney Peterson, Chief of Staff 
 
3:45 Information Items...................................................................................................Greg Podgorski 
 Faculty Evaluation Committee Report 
  
3:50 Consent Agenda…………………………………………………………………………………Ed Heath 
 1.  Athletic Council Report 
 2.  ASUSU Report 
 3.  Retention and Student Success Report 
 4.  EPC Items  
  
3:55 Key Issues and Action Items 
 1.  PRPC Code changes Section 401.3 & .4 – Composition and Authority of the Faculty 
      (Partial changes) - First Reading…………………………………………………………John Engler 
 
 2.  Faculty involvement in President’s evaluation of administrators 
      (Refer to Code Section 104.3.6(3) on Human Resources Webpage)…………………..Ed Heath 
      (This will be addressed under University Business) 
 
 3.  Recommendation to form an Ad Hoc Committee to review university reports of  
      non-adherence to the Faculty Code………………………………………………………Ed Heath 
 
4:30 Adjournment 
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USU FACULTY SENATE  
MINUTES 
OCTOBER 5, 2009 
Merrill-Cazier Library, Room 154 
 
 
 
Ed Heath called the meeting to order at 3:03 p.m.   
 
 
Approval of Minutes  
Darwin Sorensen moved to approve the minutes of September 14, 2009.  Motion was seconded and 
carried. 
 
Announcements 
1.   Roll Call.  Senators are reminded to sign the roll at each meeting.  Alternates should sign by their 
own name as well as initial the name of the person they are attending for.  
 
2.   Committee Assignments.  As of October 5, all the committee positions have been filled and the 
current list is posted on the Faculty Senate website. 
 
University Business – Raymond Coward.   
President Albrecht was unable to attend and asked that Provost Coward address the Faculty Senate 
on several issues.  The proposed merger with CEU is continuing to go forward.  Conversations are 
ongoing regarding a Memorandum of Understanding, which will be the basis for legislative action this 
winter with the merger occurring July 1, 2010.  A merger such as this is a long ongoing process with 
numerous issues to address. It will likely take several years to fully integrate the CEU system into the 
USU system.  There will be code issues for the Faculty Senate to address.  CEU has several faculty 
members that are called Career and Technical Education Faculty who may not have the same 
credentials and significantly different job responsibilities than most USU faculty, which may result in 
significant alterations of the USU Faculty Code, or a new category of faculty ranks. There will be rank 
and tenure issues to resolve as well. 
 
The President spoke about three proposals in his State of the University address in September.  The 
first was exploring the possibility of the creation of a Caine College of the Arts.  The President has 
met with the Arts faculty and will continue to receive their feedback.  He will meet with the Humanities 
and Social Science faculty who would remain in a separate college, to discuss what he sees as the 
vision for a Humanities and Social Science oriented college.  The LAEP faculty is meeting to discuss 
where on the campus they should be housed.  All possibilities are being considered.  President 
Albrecht will soon form a committee to evaluate the creation of a school that would bring together all 
the career and technical education oriented programs currently offered at USU, this would provide a 
logical home for the career and technical education programs offered by CEU as well. 
 
Enrollment figures for the Utah System of Higher Education will be announced today.  There will be 
large enrollment increases at Salt Lake Community College, Dixie College and significant but smaller 
increases at SUU; the smallest increases will be at U of U and USU.  At USU there are significant  
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enrollment differences between our Logan campus and RCDE campuses.  The Logan campus grew 
approximately 3.5%.  When considering all USU campuses, USU will report the largest total 
headcount enrollment in the University’s history.  We will top 25,000 headcount students for the first 
time.  USU has been able to do this without compromising our admission standards; this freshman 
class will be the second best academically prepared class that the University has ever admitted.  One 
out of every five of our new students comes from out of state.  This constitutes first time college 
students at 19.7%, 18.6% transfer students, and 20.1% of graduate students coming from out of 
state.  We now have enrolled four strong classes in a row.   
 
Information Items 
1.   Faculty Senate Calendar Revision – Faculty Evaluation Committee reporting date.  FEC has 
been added to the FSEC and Faculty Senate reporting agenda. 
 
2.   Faculty Forum.  Faculty Forum is November 2, 2009 in the Eccles Conference Center 3:00-4:30 
p.m.  Executive committee members need to be talking to faculty members to determine what items 
should be discussed at Faculty Forum.  Items that have been discussed in the past have been budget 
items, health insurance issues, salary compression and inversion, family benefits and child care.  
Please email your ideas to Ed Heath or Joan Kleinke.  The agenda will be set by the FSEC after their 
regular meeting in two weeks. 
 
Consent Agenda Items 
Motion to approve by Vince Wickwar and seconded.  Motion carried. 
 
Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn at 3:25 p.m. 
 
 
Faculty Evaluations Committee Annual Report to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee  
2008 – 2009 Activities 
Committee Members: 
2008 – 2009 
Greg Podgorski, Chair, Science  
Tamara Vitale,  Agriculture  
Yong Seog Kim, Business 
Jamison Fargo, Education and Human Services 
Doran Baker, Engineering 
Michael Lyons, HASS 
Nancy Messner, Natural Resources  
Ronda Olsen,  Extension 
Pamela Martin, Libraries 
Jeremy Jennings, ASUSU Academic Senator 
Lance Pflieger, ASUSU Executive Council  
Adam Fowles, GSS Officer 
2009 - 2010 
Greg Podgorski Chair, Science  
Paul Jakus, Agriculture  
Konrad Lee, Business 
Yanghee Kim, Education and Human Services 
Doran Baker, Engineering 
Michael Lyons, HASS 
Nancy Messner, Natural Resources  
Robert Mueller,  Extension 
Pamela Martin, Libraries 
Ben Croshaw, ASUSU Academic Senator 
Tyler Haws, ASUSU Student Advocate Vice 
President  
Rick Kelly, ASUSU Graduate Student Senate Vice 
President 
 
Committee Tasks: Assess current methods of student ratings of teaching and propose improved methods 
if necessary; Evaluate and make recommendations for USU Teacher of the Year and Faculty Advisor of 
the Year. 
Outline of Meeting Facts and Discussions:  
(Note: this report focuses only on an assessment and recommendations for the current system of student 
rating of faculty teaching) 
 
On September 24, 2008, Dr. Raoul Arreola, a faculty evaluations system expert from the University of 
Tennessee, met with the Faculty Evaluations Committee. He spoke about dimensions of teaching that 
most institutions believe should be assessed (instructional design, instructional delivery, instructional 
assessment, and course management), what constituted a good evaluation system, and pros and cons of 
developing a system versus using a commercially available one.  Many committee members attended the 
public presentation on developing faculty evaluation systems given by Dr. Arreola later that day.   
At the October 20, 2008 meeting, the Committee discussed research findings on faculty evaluation 
systems and how well our existing form met rigorous psychometric standards. Dr. Greg Podgorski was 
elected Chair of the Committee, replacing Dr. Michael Lyons, who continued to serve the Committee as a 
member.   
At the November 24, 2008 meeting, the Committee discussed the relative merits of modifying our 
existing evaluations form (this form is included in Supporting Materials) or using a commercially 
available instrument. Dr. Joan Kleinke, ex-officio committee member, presented her findings on the costs 
of commercial faculty evaluations. Dr. Kleinke’s report is included in Supporting Material. In outline, 
there are significant cost differences among the three major companies providing faculty evaluation 
services, ranging from a low of ~ $31,000/year for the IDEA Center instrument to a high of ~ 
$114,000/year for the CIEQ instrument.  
Also at the November meeting, Dr. Craig Peterson, ex-officio Committee Member, agreed to research 
what faculty rating systems are used by our peer institutions and sister institutions within Utah.   
The Committee moved to evaluate our existing faculty evaluation instrument. Dr. Jamison Fargo, 
committee member from the College of Education and Human Resources and a statistics and 
psychometrics expert, agreed to analyze all faculty evaluation data from fall 2008.   
At the January 12, 2009 Committee meeting, Dr. Peterson reported his findings on ratings systems used 
by peer institutions and sister institutions.  This report is provided in the Supporting Materials. In 
overview, among this group of institutions there is no consensus on the types of rating forms, whether 
they are standardized across the institution or vary between colleges or departments, and whether they are 
given as traditional pencil-and-paper forms in-class or outside of class online. The only consistent finding 
was that none of our peer and sister institutions currently use commercially available evaluation 
instruments. 
At the February 2, 2009 Committee meeting, Dr. Fargo presented the results of his analysis of the USU’s 
current faculty evaluation instrument.  
Key results include:  
• There is high internal reliability (consistency in responses to questions) throughout the instrument 
• There is a high correlation in responses within subset II (Information About the Course) and 
subset III (Information About the Instruction) questions and between the two subsets 
• Some questions within subsets II and III could be eliminated without reducing the information 
gained 
• The summary questions of section I (Overall impression of course; Instructor’s effectiveness) are 
good predictors of the responses for questions in subsections II and III 
• The response distributions are heavily right-skewed (a strong Lake Wobegon effect in which 
every child is above average)  
 
The Committee discussed these findings and whether they indicated the current evaluation form was valid 
in addition to being internally reliable (in this context, validity indicates that the questions actually 
measure what they intend to measure). The conclusion was that no questions of the current form have 
been tested for validity. Based on the literature describing faculty rating systems, we concluded that the 
existing form could be tested for validity and examined for the dimensions of teaching that it assesses, but 
this would be a long and difficult process that would almost certainly result in substantial modifications to 
the form.  If cost were not an impediment, the Committee’s preference was to use a validated, commercial 
instrument.  
On February 17, 2009, Dr. Podgorski presented a summary of the Faculty Evaluation Committee’s work 
to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee. At this meeting, Provost Raymond Coward and Dr. Byron 
Burnham, Dean of the School of Graduate Studies, had questions for the Committee and were invited to 
attend the next Faculty Evaluations Committee meeting.  
At the February 28, 2009 Committee meeting, Provost Coward and Dean Burnham attended the first 
portion of the meeting. Provost Coward stated that he was strongly in favor of using commercially 
available, validated, and nationally-normed rating instruments and reiterated his commitment made in the 
Executive Committee meeting to provide financial support to implement such a rating system. Dean 
Burnham spoke of the importance of using the ratings to promote faculty development and stressed the 
importance of viewing the output of these instruments as faculty ratings, not evaluations.    
The Committee moved to test one of the commercial instruments in fall 2009 and went on to discuss the 
three major commercial evaluation forms: CIEQ, IDEA, and SIR II.  An overview of each of these 
instruments is provided in Dr. Arreola’s book, Designing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System 
(3rd ed) and is presented in Supporting Materials.  
The Committee agreed that an ideal faculty ratings instrument should: 1) have validated questions (i.e., 
the questions are proven to actually measure what’s intended by the question); 2) examine important 
aspects of teaching; 3) be flexible enough to provide valuable information across the entire spectrum of 
courses (for example, be able to rate an advanced music performance class and a general education 
biology class); 4) allow open-ended responses; 5) offer national norms to compare instruction at USU to 
that occurring at other institutions; 6) provide the maximum amount of information to instructors for 
improvement of their teaching; and 6) provide clear and accurate information to administrators for 
evaluative purposes. 
Based these criteria, the CIEQ instrument was viewed as a poor fit for our purposes as well as being the 
most expensive of the instruments. A decision was made to not consider it further. The Committee was 
charged to look more closely at the IDEA and SIR II instruments, to explore online versus in-class paper- 
and-pencil submissions,  and to investigate whether there were any other validated, nationally-normed 
ratings instruments available.   
 
At the April 7, 2009 Committee meeting, Drs. Kleinke, Peterson and Podgorski reported that their 
research revealed no additional validated ratings instruments.  
In comparing online versus in-class paper-and-pencil submissions, we learned that online submissions 
suffer from low response rates unless coupled with punitive measures (for example, not releasing grades 
or releasing grades late if surveys are not completed). For these reasons, the Committee voted to use in-
class administered surveys for at least the short-term. 
In comparing the IDEA and SIRII instruments, the Committee felt that the IDEA instrument better met 
the criteria of an ideal faculty ratings instrument.  
In brief, the potential advantages of the IDEA survey instrument are that it examines recognized 
important dimensions of instruction, its questions have been carefully validated in more than 30 years of 
use across many institutions, it allows comparisons between institutions across the nation (a list of 
institutions using the IDEA instrument in December, 2008 is included in Supporting Materials), and it 
offers great flexibility to instructors who choose which aspect or aspects of teaching are most important to 
them. These instructor-specified dimensions of teaching (for example, stressing communication skills 
development or developing quantitative skills) are used to weight in the ratings of teaching.  
A motion was approved to pilot test the IDEA instrument in a set of representative classes in fall 2009.   
Although outside the 2008 – 2009 academic year, the September 15, 2009 meeting of the Faculty 
Evaluations Committee is being reported because of its importance to ongoing Committee activities. The 
Committee welcomed seven new members, four returning members, including the chair, and two 
returning ex-officio members. At this meeting, the Committee discussed in broad outline the points to 
consider in evaluating the IDEA instrument.  The Committee identified three stakeholders: faculty, 
students, and administrators.  In the case of faculty, the IDEA survey would be considered superior to the 
existing form if it provided more useful diagnostics to improve teaching. For students, the IDEA survey 
would be considered superior if they believe it provides information to instructors that will help them 
become better teachers. For administrators, the IDEA survey would be considered valuable if it provides 
information to improve teaching and provides insights into the strengths and weaknesses of instruction for 
individual instructors and units across campus.  In future meetings we will begin to develop questions and 
methods to assess if these goals are achieved by the IDEA ratings instrument.  
A motion was made that: 
• The committee ask the USU administration to assist with the implementation of a pilot study in 
fall, 2009 of course ratings using the full version of the IDEA ratings form,.   
 
• The committee recommends that only courses taught by tenured faculty be included in the pilot 
study, and that the ratings produced by the pilot study be excluded from consideration in 
promotion and salary decisions, unless a faculty member opts to have these pilot study ratings 
considered. 
 
• The committee will identify a representative sample of USU courses whose instructors will be 
asked to participate in the pilot study.         
 
Each Committee member was asked to identify courses in the following categories with their college:  
• Large enrollment general education course 
• Large enrollment freshman class for majors 
• Upper division (3000 – 5000) undergraduate course of moderate size (30 – 100) 
• Upper division (3000 – 5000) undergraduate course of small  size (10 – 30) 
• Two graduate courses (6000 – 7000)  
 
The next Committee meeting is scheduled for October 20, 2009. 
 
Supporting Materials: 
• Course Evaluations in Use at Peer and Utah Sister Institutions 
• Performance Analysis of USU’s Existing Faculty Ratings Form  
• Costs of Commercial Instruments 
• Overview of Commercial Instruments 
• USU’s Current Evaluation Form 
• Institutions Using the IDEA Rating Instrument 
STUDENT COURSE EVALUATIONS AT OTHER 
UTAH UNIVERSITIES 
University of Utah 
 Online since Fall 2003 
 Incentive is viewing grades early—e.g., Dec 13 vs. Dec. 30 
 Response rate 70% 
 Instrument developed at University of Utah 
 Course specific questions can be added 
 Contact: Jill Stephensen  
 
Brigham Young University 
 Online since Fall 2002 
 No incentives or penalties 
 Response rate 60-70% 
 Instrument developed at BYU.  Revised when switched to online. 
 Course specific questions can be added 
 Contact: Bryan Bradley  
 
Weber State University 
 Paper and pencil, except online for online courses 
Each college has its own instrument, except for two questions that are used   
     university-wide    
Contact: Steve Kerr 
 
Utah Valley University 
 Online since Fall 2003 
 No incentives or penalties, just frequent online reminders 
 Response rate less than 20% 
 Instrument developed at UVU 
 Considering KSU IDEA instrument---approximately $70,000/year 
 Contact: Bruce Parker 
 
Salt Lake Community College 
 Currently, paper and pencil using commercial instrument 
 Will pilot online Fall, 2009, using an instrument developed at SLCC 
 Instrument will have 9-12 questions, plus 200 optional questions that 
 faculty can choose from.  
 Contact: Ray Emmett 
STUDENT COURSE EVALUATIONS AT 
PEER INSTITUTIONS 
 
Colorado State University 
 Paper and pencil 
 Developed at CSU 
 22 university-wide questions and 10 “empty” questions that can be  
      customized by the instructor 
 No plans to move to online because of response rate problem 
 
Iowa State University 
 Paper and Pencil 
 Decentralized 
     Departments develop their own instrument  
     Departments do their own data analysis  
  
Washington State University 
 Decentralized --colleges, departments, and even faculty can use their own  
      instrument 
      Four of nine colleges have been using online surveys since about 2004 
  Each college uses a different instrument 
  Overall response rate is 50% 
  Some colleges allow extra credit incentives and others do not 
      Other five colleges are paper and pencil 
  
UC Davis  
 Paper and Pencil 
 Decentralized 
  Two standardized questions, departments and instructor add others 
  Processed by IR Office 
 
New Mexico State University 
 Paper and Pencil 
 Decentralized: 
     Departments develop their own instrument 
      Some data is processed by IR and some is processed by departments  
 
Analysis of Fall 2008 USU Teacher/Course Evaluations (N = 50,962) 
Jamison D. Fargo, PhD, Assistant Professor of Psychology, Utah State University 
February 2009 
 
I. General Evaluation (2 items) 
M SD  0%  25%  50%  75%  100% n    NA 
Q1_1 5.04 1.00  1    4    5    6     6  50877   85 
Q1_2 5.08 1.06  1    4    5    6     6  50473  489 
Histograms for q1_1 and 
q1_2:
 
Correlation between q1 and q2: 0.85 
Cronbach alpha (Internal Consistency Reliability) for q1 and q2: 0.92 
II. Subscale I: Information about the Course (8 items) 
M SD 0%  25%  50%  75%  100%  n     NA 
Q2_1 5.03  1.04  1    4    5    6     6  50810   152 
Q2_2 5.18  0.96  1    5    5    6     6  49872  1090 
Q2_3 5.18  0.98  1    5    5    6     6  50608   354 
Q2_4 5.09  1.05  1    5    5    6     6  50551   411 
Q2_5 5.13  1.03  1    5    5    6     6  45912  5050 
Q2_6 5.13  1.07  1    5    5    6     6  50330   632 
Q2_7 5.11  1.03  1    5    5    6     6  50707   255 
Q2_8 4.96 1.12  1    4    5    6     6  48461  2501 
Histograms for q2_1 thru q2_8: 
 
Correlation matrix for q2_1 through q2_8: 
     Q2_1 Q2_2 Q2_3 Q2_4 Q2_5 Q2_6 Q2_7 
Q2_2 0.73  
Q2_3 0.75 0.78  
Q2_4 0.66 0.70 0.70  
Q2_5 0.69 0.70 0.73 0.72  
Q2_6 0.66 0.66 0.67 0.68 0.73  
Q2_7 0.78 0.71 0.73 0.69 0.72 0.74  
Q2_8 0.66 0.67 0.69 0.64 0.66 0.63 0.71  
Cronbach alpha (Internal Consistency Reliability) for q2_1 thru q2_8: 
0.95 
III. Subscale II: Information about the Instruction (10 items) 
M  SD 0%  25%  50%  75%  100% n     NA 
Q3_1  4.99 1.10  1    4    5    6    6  50707   255 
Q3_2  5.15 1.09  1    5    6    6    6  50724   238 
Q3_3  5.25 1.00  1    5    6    6    6  50679   283 
Q3_4  5.15 1.07  1    5    5    6    6  50688   274 
Q3_5  5.46 0.88  1    5    6    6    6  50778   184 
Q3_6  5.20 1.04  1    5    6    6    6  50724   238 
Q3_7  5.39 0.89  1    5    6    6    6  50755   207 
Q3_8  5.34 0.93  1    5    6    6    6  50762   200 
Q3_9  5.32 0.97  1    5    6    6    6  50644   318 
Q3_10 5.13 1.07  1    5    5    6    6  49659  1303 
Histograms for q3_1 thru q3_10: 
 
 
 
 
 
Correlation matrix for q3_1 thru q3_10: 
Q3_1 Q3_2 Q3_3 Q3_4 Q3_5 Q3_6 Q3_7 Q3_8 Q3_9 
Q3_2  0.78  
Q3_3  0.75 0.84  
Q3_4  0.76 0.78 0.80  
Q3_5  0.62 0.67 0.70 0.68  
Q3_6  0.72 0.84 0.79 0.76 0.71  
Q3_7  0.69 0.70 0.72 0.73 0.71 0.73  
Q3_8  0.62 0.69 0.67 0.66 0.64 0.73 0.67  
Q3_9  0.61 0.67 0.66 0.63 0.62 0.71 0.64 0.86  
Q3_10 0.63 0.67 0.64 0.64 0.60 0.71 0.62 0.70 0.69 
Cronbach alpha (Internal Consistency Reliability) for q3_1 thru q3_10: 
0.96 
IV. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (Construct Validity) 
A. Existing Instrument 
CFI/TLI 
           CFI                                0.923 
           TLI                                0.912 
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation) 
Estimate                           0.069 
90 Percent C.I.                    0.069  0.070 
Probability RMSEA <= .05           0.000 
SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) 
           Value                              0.033 
STANDARDIZED MODEL RESULTS  
                                                     Two-Tailed 
                     Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 
COURSE   BY 
Q2_7               0.862      0.002    481.581      0.000 
Q2_1               0.849      0.002    472.153      0.000 
Q2_2               0.843      0.002    420.085      0.000 
Q2_3               0.871      0.002    523.114      0.000 
Q2_4               0.798      0.002    327.814      0.000 
Q2_5               0.836      0.002    372.133      0.000 
Q2_6               0.798      0.003    316.128      0.000 
Q2_8               0.789      0.003    311.884      0.000    
INSTRCT  BY 
Q3_2               0.899      0.001    680.818      0.000 
Q3_1               0.843      0.002    443.102      0.000 
Q3_3               0.887      0.002    566.902      0.000 
Q3_4               0.867      0.002    502.118      0.000 
Q3_5               0.776      0.003    273.545      0.000 
Q3_6               0.893      0.001    633.962      0.000 
Q3_7               0.817      0.002    346.197      0.000 
Q3_8               0.799      0.003    295.295      0.000 
Q3_9               0.779      0.003    266.241      0.000 
Q3_10              0.770      0.003    282.212      0.000 
INSTRCT W/ COURSE     0.901      0.002    590.036      0.000  
 
 
 
R-SQUARE 
Observed                                        Two-Tailed 
Variable        Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value     
  
Q2_1               0.722      0.003    236.076      0.000 
Q2_2               0.710      0.003    210.042      0.000 
Q2_3               0.759      0.003    261.557      0.000 
Q2_4               0.637      0.004    163.907      0.000 
Q2_5               0.698      0.004    186.067      0.000 
Q2_6               0.637      0.004    158.064      0.000 
Q2_7               0.743      0.003    240.790      0.000 
Q2_8               0.622      0.004    155.942      0.000 
Q3_1               0.710      0.003    221.551      0.000 
Q3_2               0.808      0.002    340.409      0.000 
Q3_3               0.787      0.003    283.451      0.000 
Q3_4               0.751      0.003    251.059      0.000 
Q3_5               0.601      0.004    136.773      0.000 
Q3_6               0.798      0.003    316.981      0.000 
Q3_7               0.667      0.004    173.098      0.000 
Q3_8               0.639      0.004    147.648      0.000 
Q3_9               0.607      0.005    133.120      0.000 
Q3_10              0.594      0.004    141.106      0.000 
 
FACTOR RELIABILITY 
COURSE:  0.978 
INSTRUCT:  0.982 
B. Revised Instrument (Items 3, 6, and 9 removed from Subscale II) 
MODEL FIT 
           CFI                                0.956 
           TLI                                0.949 
 RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation)  
           Estimate                           0.056 
           90 Percent C.I.                    0.055  0.057 
           Probability RMSEA <= .05           0.000  
  
 
 
 
SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) 
           Value                              0.025 
STANDARDIZED MODEL RESULTS 
                                                    Two-Tailed 
                     Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 
COURSE   BY 
Q2_7               0.862      0.002    483.527      0.000 
Q2_1               0.850      0.002    476.721      0.000 
Q2_2               0.842      0.002    419.088      0.000 
Q2_3               0.872      0.002    529.467      0.000 
Q2_4               0.798      0.002    327.339      0.000 
Q2_5               0.835      0.002    371.341      0.000 
Q2_6               0.797      0.003    314.859      0.000 
Q2_8               0.790      0.003    313.045      0.000 
INSTRCT  BY 
Q3_2               0.879      0.002    563.608      0.000 
Q3_1               0.864      0.002    497.459      0.000 
Q3_4               0.872      0.002    521.876      0.000 
Q3_5               0.768      0.003    263.858      0.000 
Q3_7               0.820      0.002    353.006      0.000 
Q3_8               0.774      0.003    267.849      0.000 
Q3_10              0.765      0.003    273.410      0.000 
INSTRCT W/ COURSE      0.919      0.001    646.287      0.000 
R-SQUARE 
Observed                                        Two-Tailed  
Variable        Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value     
Q2_1               0.723      0.003    238.360      0.000 
Q2_2               0.709      0.003    209.544      0.000 
Q2_3               0.761      0.003    264.734      0.000 
Q2_4               0.636      0.004    163.670      0.000 
Q2_5               0.697      0.004    185.671      0.000 
Q2_6               0.635      0.004    157.430      0.000 
Q2_7               0.743      0.003    241.763      0.000 
Q2_8               0.623      0.004    156.523      0.000 
Q3_1               0.746      0.003    248.729      0.000 
Q3_2               0.773      0.003    281.804      0.000 
Q3_4               0.760      0.003    260.938      0.000 
Q3_5               0.590      0.004    131.929      0.000 
Q3_7               0.673      0.004    176.503      0.000 
Q3_8               0.599      0.004    133.925      0.000 
Q3_10              0.585      0.004    136.705      0.000 
 
FACTOR RELIABILITY 
COURSE:  0.978 
INSTRUCT:  0.976 
 
 
Joan, please forward this to the committee. (2/11/09; from Craig Peteson) 
 
I asked Jamison if he would compute the correlations between the overall 
questions and specific questions. Below are his results. They are a little 
lower than I would have guessed. 
 
 
       Q1_1 Overall Quality of the Course 
Q2_1 0.7438910 Course objectives clear 
Q2_2 0.6958287 Relevance of assignments to course content 
Q2_3 0.7538188 Relevance of material presented to course goals 
Q2_4 0.6518347 Appropriateness of workload to course goals 
Q2_5 0.6869177 Relevance of exams to course goals 
Q2_6 0.6537371 Fairness of grading procedures 
Q2_7 0.6958160 Extent to which course responsibilities were clarified 
Q2_8 0.6726052 Helpfulness of assigned text/readings to achieving course 
goals 
 
       Q1_2 Instructor Effectiveness 
Q3_1  0.7722657 Course organization 
Q3_2  0.7950851 Helpfulness of explanations by instructor 
Q3_3  0.7734726 Instructor's use of examples 
Q3_4  0.7693011 Instructor's use of class time 
Q3_5  0.6610140 Instructor's enthusiasm for the subject 
Q3_6  0.7563081 Instructor's helpfulness in resolving student's questions 
Q3_7  0.6891190 Extent to which the instructor was prepared 
Q3_8  0.6260081 Opportunity to ask questions 
Q3_9  0.6148232 Opportunity for students to make comments and express 
opinions 
Q3_10 0.6256982 Availability of extra help 
V. A Few Recommendations for Retooling Existing Instrument: 
1) Modifications to Subscale II:  
a. Several items are highly intercorrelated, suggesting redundancy: Items 2 and 3 
are correlated @ .84; items 2 and 6 are correlated @ .84; 3 and 4 are correlated 
@ .80; 8 and 9 are correlated @ .86.  
i. Combine items 2, 3, and 6 into 1 item (or drop items 3 and 6). 
ii. Combine items 8 and 9 into 1 item. 
1. Cronbach alpha for subscale II without items 3, 6, and 9 is: 0.94 
iii. Construct validity improves when items 3, 6, and 9 are removed: Model fit 
increases .91 to .95, reaching acceptable levels. 
2) Either switch to a 5-point scale: “Excellent, Good, Average, Poor, Very Poor” or keep 6-
point scale, but change labels so distribution is more balanced. Use of an even-
numbered scale is traditionally intended to eliminate a neutral or “middle of the road” 
option: “Excellent, Good, Above Average, Below Average, Poor, Very Poor”. 
3) Due to skewness and ordinality of distribution, present Medians in addition to or in place 
of Means. 
4) Elimination of several items per subscale would create flexibility for individuals 
colleges/units to add customized items of their own. 


































  Institutions Using IDEA Student Ratings 
 December 2008  
  
 The institutions listed have varying levels of IDEA usage and implementation.  We request that this list not be 
copied or distributed without prior permission from The IDEA Center.  Please contact The IDEA Center for more 
information.  
 
 State   Institution 
  
 AK    UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA – ANCHORAGE  
 
  AL    HUNTINGDON COLLEGE  
 AL    JACKSONVILLE STATE UNIVERSITY 
  AL    SAMFORD UNIVERSITY 
 AL    SOUTH UNIVERSITY – MONTGOMERY CAMPUS 
  AL    UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA – BIRMINGHAM 
  AL    UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA – TUSCALOOSA - PILOT 
  
   AR    JOHN BROWN UNIVERSITY 
 AR    UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS-LITTLE ROCK 
  
 AZ    ART INSTITUTE OF PHOENIX 
  AZ    ART INSTITUTE OF TUCSON 
  AZ    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE - TUCSON 
 AZ    COCONINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  
 CA    ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA - HOLLYWOOD 
 CA    ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA – INLAND EMPIRE 
  CA    ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA – LOS ANGELES 
 CA    ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA – ORANGE COUNTY 
  CA    ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA – SACRAMENTO 
 CA   ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA – SAN DIEGO 
  CA    ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA - SAN FRANCISCO 
  CA    ART INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA - SUNNYVALE 
  CA    AZUSA PACIFIC UNIVERSITY  
  CA    BIOLA UNIVERSITY  
  CA    CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-FRESNO 
 CA    CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-STANISLAUS 
 CA    POINT LOMA NAZARENE UNIVERSITY 
 CA    SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY 
  CA    SOKA UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA 
  CA    UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC 
  CA    WESTMONT COLLEGE - PILOT  
 
 CO    ART INSTITUTE OF COLORADO 
  CO    COLORADO MOUNTAIN COLLEGE 
 CO    ILIFF SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY 
  CO    WESTERN STATE COLLEGE 
  
 
State   Institution 
 
 CT    RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE – HARTFORD 
  CT    FAIRFIELD UNIVERSITY - PILOT 
 
  DC    HOWARD UNIVERSITY 
   
  DE    WILMINGTON UNIVERSITY 
 
 FL    ART INSTITUTE OF FORT LAUDERDALE 
  FL    ART INSTITUTE OF JACKSONVILLE 
  FL    ART INSTITUTE OF TAMPA 
  FL    BROWN MACKIE - MIAMI 
  FL    FLAGLER COLLEGE 
 FL GULF COAST COMMUNITY COLLEGE—PILOT   
  FL    MIAMI INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF ART & DESIGN 
  FL    PALM BEACH ATLANTIC UNIVERSITY – PILOT 
  FL   ROLLINS COLLEGE - PILOT 
  FL    SOUTH UNIVERSITY – TAMPA  
  FL    SOUTH UNIVERSITY – WEST PALM BEACH  
   
 GA    ART INSTITUTE OF ATLANTA 
 GA    BROWN MACKIE – ATLANTA 
 GA    CLAYTON STATE UNIVERSITY - PILOT 
 GA    OXFORD COLLEGE OF EMORY UNIVERSITY - PILOT 
 GA    SOUTH UNIVERSITY 
 GA    TOCCOA FALLS COLLEGE  
  
 IA    DORDT COLLEGE 
  IA    DRAKE UNIVERSITY 
  IA    GRACELAND UNIVERSITY 
  IA    GRAND VIEW COLLEGE  
  IA    KIRKWOOD COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
 IA    LORAS COLLEGE 
 IA LUTHER COLLEGE—PILOT  
  IA    MORNINGSIDE COLLEGE 
  IA    NORTHWESTERN COLLEGE  
 IA    UNIVERSITY OF DUBUQUE 
       
  IL    BENEDICTINE UNVERSITY 
  IL    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE - MOLINE 
  IL    ELMHURST COLLEGE 
 IL GREENVILLE COLLEGE—PILOT  
 IL    ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF ART-CHICAGO 
 IL    ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF ART-SCHAUMBURG 
 IL    ILLINOIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
 IL NORTH PARK UNIVERSITY—PILOT  
  IL    PRINCIPIA COLLEGE  
  IL    REND LAKE COLLEGE 
  IL    RUSH UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER - PILOT 
 
 
 State   Institution 
 
 IN    ART INSTITUTE OF INDIANAPOLIS 
 IN    BROWN MACKIE – FORT WAYNE 
 IN    BROWN MACKIE—INDIANAPOLIS  
 IN    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE – MERRILLVILLE 
 IN    BROWN MACKIE – MICHIGAN CITY 
 IN    BROWN MACKIE – SOUTH BEND 
 IN    HUNTINGTON UNIVERSITY 
 IN    INDIANA WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY 
 IN MARTIN UNIVERSITY—PILOT  
 IN    UNIVERSITY OF EVANSVILLE 
 IN    UNIVERSITY OF INDIANAPOLIS 
 IN   UNIVERSITY OF SAINT FRANCIS 
 
  KS KANSAS ART INSTITUTE INTERNATIONAL—KANSAS CITY  
 KS    BAKER UNIVERSITY 
  KS    BENEDICTINE COLLEGE  
  KS    BUTLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  KS    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE – LENEXA 
  KS    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE - SALINA 
  KS    EMPORIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
  KS    FRIENDS UNIVERSITY  
  KS    HESSTON COLLEGE  
 KS    KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
  KS    MANHATTAN AREA TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
  KS    OTTAWA UNIVERSITY 
   KS    SOUTHWESTERN COLLEGE  
 KS    STERLING COLLEGE 
  KS    WASHBURN UNIVERSITY 
  KS    WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY  
 
 KY    BLUEGRASS COMMUNITY & TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
  KY    BROWN MACKIE - HOPKINSVILLE 
  KY    BROWN MACKIE - LOUISVILLE 
  KY    BROWN MACKIE – NORTH KENTUCKY 
  KY    EASTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY 
 KY MOREHEAD STATE UNIVERSITY 
   
  LA    LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY – ALEXANDRIA  
 
 MA    CLARK UNIVERSITY - PILOT 
  MA    EASTERN NAZARENE COLLEGE 
  MA    NEW ENGLAND INSTITUTE OF ART AND COMMUNICATIONS 
  MA    STONEHILL COLLEGE 
  
 MD HAGERSTOWN COMMUNITY COLLEGE—PILOT   
 MD    HOWARD COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  MD    JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 
 MD    LOYOLA COLLEGE OF MARYLAND 
   MD    UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND - COLLEGE PARK 
   State   Institution 
 
  MI    ART INSTITUTE OF MICHIGAN 
  MI    CORNERSTONE UNIVERSITY 
 MI    FERRIS STATE UNIVERSITY 
 MI    KALAMAZOO VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  MI    KUYPER COLLEGE 
  MI    SCHOOLCRAFT COLLEGE 
 
  MN    ART INSTITUTES INTERNATIONAL - MINNESOTA 
 MN    BETHEL UNIVERSITY 
  MN    CROWN COLLEGE 
   MN    LUTHER SEMINARY 
  MN    MACALESTER COLLEGE  
  MN    MINNESOTA WEST COMMUNITY & TECHNICAL COLLEGE  
 MN NORTHWESTERN COLLEGE—PILOT  
 MN UNIVERSITY OF SAINT THOMAS—PILOT  
  
 MO   CENTRAL CHRISTIAN COLLEGE—PILOT  
  MO    CULVER-STOCKTON COLLEGE  
  MO    DRURY UNIVERSITY 
  MO    MISSOURI SOUTHERN STATE UNIVERSITY 
    MO    ROCKHURST UNIVERSITY 
    MO    SAINT LOUIS COLLEGE OF PHARMACY - PILOT 
  MO    SAINT LOUIS UNIVERSITY 
    MO    SOUTHEAST MISSOURI STATE UNIVERSITY 
     MO    TRUMAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
    MO    UNIVERSITY OF CENTRAL MISSOURI 
   MO    UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-KANSAS CITY 
    MO    WESTMINSTER COLLEGE 
  MO    WILLIAM JEWELL COLLEGE  
   
 NC    APPALACHIAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
 NC    ART INSTITUTE OF CHARLOTTE 
 NC ART INSTITUTE OF RALEIGH—DURHAM  
  NC    BARTON COLLEGE 
 
 ND BISMARK STATE COLLEGE—PILOT  
 
 NE     CREIGHTON UNIVERSITY 
  NE     NEBRASKA METHODIST COLLEGE 
 
  NJ     GLOUCESTER COUNTY COLLEGE  
  NJ     GEORGIAN COURT UNIVERSITY   
  NJ     NEW JERSEY CITY UNIVERSITY 
  NJ     RARITAN VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  NJ     RICHARD STOCKTON COLLEGE 
   
 NM    EASTERN NEW MEXICO UNIVERSITY  
  NM    NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 
  NM    UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO  
 State   Institution 
 
 NV    ART INSTITUTE OF LAS VEGAS 
  NV    GREAT BASIN COLLEGE  
 
  NY    ART INSTITUTE OF NEW YORK CITY 
  NY    CANISIUS COLLEGE - PILOT 
 NY    ITHACA COLLEGE 
  NY    JEFFERSON COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
 NY    NAZARETH COLLEGE OF ROCHESTER 
 NY    NIAGARA COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
 NY    RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 
 NY    SUNY INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY AT UTICA/ROME 
  NY    THE NEW SCHOOL - PILOT 
  
  OH    ART INSTITUTE OF OHIO - CINCINNATI 
  OH    BALDWIN-WALLACE COLLEGE 
 OH    BOWLING GREEN STATE UNIVERSITY 
  OH    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE - AKRON 
  OH    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE – CINCINNATI 
  OH    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE – FINDLAY  
  OH    BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE – NORTH CANTON 
  OH    CAPITAL UNIVERSITY  
  OH    CEDARVILLE UNIVERSITY 
  OH    CINCINNATI CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY 
  OH    FRANCISCAN UNIVERSITY OF STEUBENVILLE 
 OH MALONE UNIVERSITY—PILOT  
 OH  MOUNT CARMEL COLLEGE OF NURSING—PILOT  
 OH NOTRE DAME COLLEGE—PILOT  
  OH    OHIO DOMINICAN UNIVERSITY  
  OH    OHIO UNIVERSITY - PILOT 
 OH    UNIVERSITY OF AKRON 
  OH    UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI  
  OH    WALSH UNIVERSITY 
  OH    WITTENBERG UNIVERSITY  
     
 OK BROWN MACKIE COLLEGE—TULSA  
 OK    CAMERON UNIVERSITY 
  OK    OKLAHOMA BAPTIST UNIVERSITY  
 OK OKLAHOMA CITY UNIVERSITY—PILOT  
   OK    UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA - NORMAN  
 
  OR    ART INSTITUTE OF PORTLAND 
  OR    OREGON INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 State   Institution 
 
  PA    ART INSTITUTE OF  PITTSBURGH 
  PA    ART INSTITUTE STUDY ABROAD 
  PA    ART INSTITUTE OF YORK 
 PA    EDUCATION MANAGEMENT CORPORATION 
  PA    ELIZABETHTOWN COLLEGE 
  PA    GENEVA COLLEGE 
 PA LANCASTER BIBLE COLLEGE—PILOT  
  PA    LEBANON VALLEY COLLEGE  
   PA    MESSIAH COLLEGE 
 PA    MOUNT ALOYSIUS COLLEGE – PILOT  
  PA    NEUMANN COLLEGE - PILOT 
  PA    NORTHAMPTON COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  PA    SAINT FRANCIS UNIVERSITY 
  PA    SETON HILL UNIVERSITY 
  PA    SUSQUEHANNA UNIVERSITY 
  PA    VALLEY FORGE MILITARY COLLEGE 
 
  RI    PROVIDENCE COLLEGE 
  RI    UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND - PILOT 
 
  SC    ART INSTITUTE OF CHARLESTON 
  SC    ANDERSON UNIVERSITY  
  SC    LANDER UNIVERSITY 
  SC    SOUTH UNIVERSITY – COLUMBIA CAMPUS 
   
  SD    BLACK HILLS STATE UNIVERSITY 
  SD    DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
  SD    NORTHERN STATE UNIVERSITY 
  SD    SOUTH DAKOTA SCHOOL OF THE MINES AND TECHNOLOGY 
  SD    SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
  SD    UNIVERSITY OF SIOUX FALLS 
  SD    UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH DAKOTA  
 
  TN    ART INSTITUTE OF TENNESSEE - NASHVILLE 
  TN    BAPTIST COLLEGE OF HEALTH SCIENCE 
 TN CHATTANOOGA STATE TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE  
  TN    EMMANUEL SCHOOL OF RELIGION 
  TN    KING COLLEGE  
  TN    MILLIGAN COLLEGE 
  TN    NASHVILLE STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE  
  TN    NORTHEAST STATE TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE  
  TN    RHODES COLLEGE 
 TN    ROANE STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  TN    SOUTHWEST TENNESSEE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  TN    TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY 
    
 
 
 
 
 State   Institution 
 
  TX    ANGELO STATE UNIVERSITY 
  TX    ART INSTITUTE OF AUSTIN 
  TX    ART INSTITUTE OF DALLAS 
 TX    ART INSTITUTE OF HOUSTON 
 TX    DEL MAR COLLEGE 
 TX    HARDIN – SIMMONS UNIVERSITY 
 TX    HOUSTON BAPTIST UNIVERSITY 
  TX    SAINT MARY’S UNIVERSITY  
  TX    SAM HOUSTON STATE UNIVERSITY 
  TX    TEXAS WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY 
  TX    TRINITY VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  TX    UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON-CLEAR LAKE 
  TX    UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS – ARLINGTON 
  TX    UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS – EL PASO - PILOT 
 TX    UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS-SAN ANTONIO 
  TX     WESTERN TEXAS COLLEGE 
 
  UT      ART INSTITUTE OF SALT LAKE CITY 
  UT     UTAH VALLEY UNIVERSITY - PILOT 
  
  VA     ART INSTITUTE OF WASHINGTON 
 VA     CHRISTOPHER NEWPORT UNIVERSITY 
  VA      PIEDMONT VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
   
  VT      CHAMPLAIN COLLEGE 
 
  WA    EVERETT COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
  WA    ART INSTITUTE OF SEATTLE 
  WA    EASTERN WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
   
  WI     CARROLL UNIVERSITY  
  WI     MARIAN UNIVERSITY OF FOND DU LAC 
    
  WV    APPALACHIAN BIBLE COLLEGE 
  WV     EASTERN WEST VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE - PILOT  
 WV    FAIRMONT STATE COMMUNITY AND TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
  WV     FAIRMONT STATE UNIVERSITY 
  WV     SHEPHERD UNIVERSITY - PILOT 
 WV     UNIVERSITY OF CHARLESTON 
 WV WHEELING JESUIT UNIVERSITY—PILOT  
 
 WY WARREN NATIONAL UNIVERSITY—PILOT  
 
   BC     ART INSTITUTE OF VANCOUVER 
 
   ON    ART INSTITUTE OF TORONTO 
 
  COLLEGE OF THE MARSHALL ISLANDS - PILOT  
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Executive Summary 
The Athletic Council advises the President with respect to the athletics program. 
The duties of the council are to: (a) help maintain an athletic program compatible 
with the best academic interests of the university; (b) assure compliance with the 
rules of the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), and the university 
athletic code; (c) review and recommend to the President all intercollegiate 
athletic budgets; and (d) recommend policies and procedures for all aspects of 
the intercollegiate programs.  Major issues of importance to Athletics at Utah 
State University (USU) during the 2008-09 academic year were: Athletics student 
funding referendum, coaching staff changes, and addressing challenges 
associated with the national economic downturn. The Utah State University 
Athletics department was honored as the 2009 National Champions for 
Excellence in Management, which is recognition for running the most efficient 
program in the Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS). The latest (2008) Utah State 
University student athlete federal graduation rate is 65% (2001-02 cohort rate; 
compared to 44% for the general USU student Body), with a four-year average of 
58% (46% for all students).  A total of 181 student athletes received All – 
Academic conference (WAC – lead the conference).  There were 150 recipients 
of the Joe E. Whitesides Scholar-Athlete awards (3.2 or better GPA). The 
Athletics department continued their efforts at enhancing funding through 
increased ticket sales, Big Blue contributions, sponsorship opportunities, media 
contracts, outside donations and increased student funding. Overall, the Athletics 
programs at Utah State University are working toward the growth that is 
necessary to keep the program competitive as a member of the WAC. 
 
 
Faculty Senate Report 
Athletics Council 
Introduction: 
Committee Members: Kenneth White, Chair; Hilda Fronske, Vice-Chair, Stan 
Albrecht, Raymond Coward, Gray Chambers, Fred Hunsaker, Ross Peterson, 
Scott Barnes, Jana Doggett, Dennis Dolny, Wallace Odd, Lance Brown, Grady 
Brimley, Brandon Broadhead, Melissa Osterloh, Nnamdi Gwacham, Jeanine 
Hernandez, Pat Evans, Brett Shelton, David Olsen, Allison Cook, Dallas Holmes. 
Ex Officio Members: Brian Evans, Jeff Crosbie, Dave Cowley, Whitney Pugh. 
 
Mission: The Athletic Council advises the President with respect to the athletics 
program. The duties of the council are to: (a) help maintain an athletic program 
compatible with the best academic interests of the university; (b) assure 
compliance with the rules of the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), 
and the university athletic code; (c) review and recommend to the President and 
the Board of Trustees all intercollegiate athletic budgets; and (d) recommend 
policies and procedures for all aspects of the intercollegiate programs. The 
annual report from the Athletics Council to Faculty Senate includes both future 
and current issues facing the Athletics Department. Each issue is reviewed by 
the athletics council to insure the Department of Athletics is operating within the 
guidelines of the NCAA and Utah State University.  
 
Meeting Schedule: The Athletics Council meets monthly from September –April 
of each academic year, unless conflicts or a lack of agenda items dictates 
meeting cancelation.  During 2008-09 academic terms the Council held six of the 
scheduled eight meetings.  Meetings during the months of October and 
December were canceled and the business items carried over to the next 
regularly scheduled meeting.  The December meeting was canceled due to the 
final exam period conflicts and a lack of time-sensitive pending agenda items and 
the October meeting was canceled due to a lack of agenda items.  All agendas 
and minutes of 2008-09 Athletic Council meetings are available in the Appendix 
of this report.   
 
I.  Significant Athletic Council Issues/Actions during 2008-09 academic year 
(highlights briefly described below): 
 
1.   Athletic Program Compatible with Academic Interests of University. 
• Academic Improvement plans reviewed for Football and Men’s Basketball. 
• APR and GSR rates reviewed for each team (refer to Academic 
Performance data listed below). 
• Mid-semester academic progress report procedures revised to achieve 
higher response rates. 
 
2.   Assure NCAA Rules Compliance. 
• USU successfully sponsored new legislation to treat students on missions 
similar to all other student-athletes who desire to transfer institutions. 
• Gender equity continues to be monitored – maximum limits for men’s and 
minimum limits for women’s programs have been established to help 
maintain equity. 
• Additional women’s sports opportunities will need to be evaluated for 
possible addition at some future period. 
 
3.   Review and Recommendation of Athletics Budgets. 
• The Council reviewed and accepted 2007-08 final budget numbers and 
proposed budget for 2008-09. 
• The Council had extensive discussion during several meetings 
throughout the year regarding the need for increased student athletic 
fees to help address budgetary needs. 
• Discussed and approved proposed student athletics fee referendum. 
 
4.   Recommend Policies and Procedures for Athletics Programs. 
•  Implemented new comprehensive student athlete exit interview spring of 
2009. 
• Online venue for all student athletes. 
• Face-to-face exit interviews with student athletes exhausting eligibility 
(Athletic Director, Senior Associate Athletic Director, and Faculty 
Athletic Representative). 
 
II.  Miscellaneous Athletics-Related Events/Changes during 2007-08: 
1. Changes in Athletics Department Personnel: 
• Coaching Changes: 
• Gary Andersen was named Utah State head football coach on 
December 4.  Gary Andersen becomes the 26th head coach in 115 
years of Aggie football. Gary Andersen comes to Utah State after 
five seasons as the assistant head coach, defensive coordinator 
and defensive line coach at Utah. 
o Other football coaching changes - Dave Baldwin was 
appointed Utah State's new offensive coordinator; Bill Busch 
was appointed as Utah State's defensive coordinator; Alex 
Gerke was appointed Utah State’s offensive line coach; 
Corey Raymond was appointed Utah State’s cornerbacks 
coach; Steve Mathis was appointed as director of football 
operations; Ilaisa Tuiaki was appointed Utah State’s running 
backs coach; Chad Kauha ‘aha ‘a was appointed as Utah 
State’s defensive line coach; Kevin Clune was appointed as  
linebackers coach; Kevin McGiven appointed the 
quarterbacks coach; TJ Woods was appointed as Utah 
State's tight ends coach. 
• Carissa Kalaba was appointed Utah State’s new softball coach 
replacing Candi Letts. Kyla Sullivan was hired to join Kelly Park as 
the two softball assistant coaches. 
• Other Personnel Changes: 
• Kent Stanley was appointed the Utah State Athletics Department as 
senior associate athletics director for development on August 4.   
Stanley will be responsible for the overall administration, 
management and supervision of athletic development and 
fundraising efforts, and associated personnel for the athletics 
department. He will also focus on planning and executing capital 
and annual fund initiatives for athletics in conjunction with the 
University foundation. 
• Evan Simon has joined the Utah State Athletics Department as its 
new strength and conditioning coach. 
• Jason Thomas has joined the Utah State Athletics Department as 
an academic advisor/tutor coordinator for student-athlete services. 
 
2.  Athletic Facilities Updates: 
• Hall of Honor opening in the Jim and Carol Laub Athletics-Academics 
Complex. 
• Construction of off court facilities for men’s and women’s basketball 
started, to be completed October 2009. 
 
3.  Academic Performance of Student Athletes 2007-08: 
 
• Graduation rates 
• The 02-03 cohort rate is 73%, with a four year average of 60%; 
• The 01-02 cohort rate is 65%, with a four year average of 58%; 
• The 00-01 cohort rate is 41%, with a four year average of 55%; 
• The 99-00 cohort rate is 61%, with a four year average of 64%; 
• The 98-99 cohort rate is 64%, with a 4-year average of 62%; 
• The ’97-’98 cohort rate was 53%, with a 4-year average of 62%; 
 
The NCAA released the first Graduation Success Rate (GSR) for all teams 
of all NCAA Division I Member Institutions in December, 2005.  This rate, 
a 4-year Average that can be directly compared to the Federal Rates’ 4-
year average mentioned above, is a more accurate snapshot of how 
scholarship student-athletes graduate.  Students who transfer to USU that 
fall into one of the cohorts are counted in this rate (they are not counted in 
the federal rate) when they graduate; students who transfer from USU and 
are academically eligible at the time of transfer do not count against USU 
graduation rates (as they do with the federal rate).  The overall USU GSR 
for the 4-year cohorts encompassing 1999-2002 is 85% (compared to 
last year’s 82%). 
 
4.  Academics/Awards 
• Composite 3.04 Student-Athlete GPA 
• 181 Academic All-Conference Selections (Most in the Western 
Athletic Conference) 2008-09. 
• 85% NCAA Graduation Success Rate (leads the Western Athletic 
Conference) 
• 150 Whiteside Scholar-Athletes (3.2 or better GPA) 
• Utah State’s men’s and women’s cross country teams received the 
U.S. Track and Field and Cross Country Coaches Association 
(USTFCCCA) Academic Award.  The men had the second-highest 
GPA of the schools honored with a 3.755 average. The Aggie women 
were the 10th-highest in GPA average with 3.640 
• USU’s women’s soccer team received the NSCAA/Adidas College 
Women Team Academic Award for the sixth straight year.  USU also 
had four players honored by the NSCAA as seniors Alyssa Lowry and 
Ali Griffin, and junior Lindsey Smart were named to the second-team, 
while junior Sydne Porter was named to the honorable mention team.  
Smart was also named all-region by Soccer Buzz. 
• Volleyball players Rebecca Anderson and Katie Astle, and track and 
field athletes Tyler Ellis, Ashley Johnson and Steve Strickland all 
earned CoSIDA academic second-team all-district VIII honors, as did 
football player Derek Hoke. 
 
5.  Athletics Accomplishments of Department (2008-09): 
 
• Utah State University was recognized as the 2009 National 
Champions in the Excellence in Management Cup.  This is awarded 
to the most economically efficient athletic department in the Football 
Bowl Subdivision (formerly Division IA). 
• Utah State won its second straight Western Athletic Conference 
regular season title, including its first outright.  USU also won its first-
ever WAC Tournament championship. 
• Stew Morrill was named the WAC Coach of the Year for the third time 
at Utah State (2000, 2002, 2009) and for the fourth time overall as he 
was named the Big Sky Conference Coach of the Year in 1991 at 
Montana. 
• Senior forward Gary Wilkinson was named the WAC’s Player of the 
Year in 2009, while junior guard Jared Quayle was named to the 
league’s second-team along with being named to the all-newcomer 
squad. Willkinson was also named an honorable mention All-American 
by the Associated Press. 
• Gary Wilkinson was also named the Most Valuable Player of the 2009 
WAC Tournament, while Jared Quayle and Tai Wesley were both 
named to the all-tournament team. 
• Utah State was ranked in the top 25 for four weeks during the 2008-09 
season, including three straight weeks in February when it climbed as 
high as No. 17 in the ESPN/USA Today Coaches poll and No. 21 in 
the AP poll. 
• Utah State set a school record by winning 30 games this year, 
breaking the old mark of 28 wins set during the 1999-2000 and 2000-
01 seasons. 
• • Utah State recorded its 10th straight 23-win season, extending its 
current school record. Overall, it is the 25th time in school history that 
Utah State has won 20 or more games. 
• Utah State played in its 10th straight postseason, which is a school 
record, as it has appeared in the NCAA Tournament six times (2000, 
2001, 2003, 2005, 2006, 2009) and the NIT four times (2002, 2004, 
2007, 2008). 
  
III.  Budget: 
 
Revenues Actual FY07-08 Actual FY08-09 
   
E&G $2,739,845 $3,320,878 
Inst. Support $3,506,788 $2,937,702 
Student Fees  $1,566,834 $1,772,698 
Football Home Gate $440,332 $884,324 
Football Guarantees $700,000 $335,000 
Men's Basketball $809,633 $806,155 
BBSF Donations $856,907 $1,039,515 
BBSF Events $218,167 $105,349 
TV Rights $0 $50,000 
ASP - Sponsorship $708,570 $791,399 
Athletic Fund $586,565 $525,867 
NCAA/WAC $1,247,973 $1,533,642 
Endowment Earnings $115,279 $2,346 
Sport Specific  $1,311,783 
   
TOTAL $13,496,893 $15,416,658 
 
 
 
    
Non‐
Program       
Expense (FY08-09)   Sports    Specific    TOTAL   
               
  Athletics student aid   $3,549,081    $535,811     $4,084,892   
  Guarantees   $390,950        $390,950   
  Coaching salaries, benefits, etc. $3,405,119        $3,405,119   
  Coaching other compensation $45,000        $45,000   
  Support staff salaries, benefits, etc. $71,587    $2,136,786     $2,208,373   
  Severance Payments   $163,998        $163,998   
  Recruiting   $246,961        $246,961   
  Team travel   $1,775,494        $1,775,494   
  Equipment, uniforms and supplies $565,717    $226,578     $792,295   
  Game expenses   $313,420        $313,420   
  Fund raising, marketing, promotions $14,936    $174,780     $189,716   
  Direct facilities, maintenance and rental $457,307    $415,126     $872,433   
  Spirit Groups   $2,674        $2,674   
  Medical expenses and insurance $3,005    $315,440     $318,445   
  Memberships and dues   $7,131    $407,257     $414,388   
  Other operating expenses $408,858    $631,814     $1,040,672  *** 
               
TOTAL    $11,421,238     $4,843,592     $16,264,830   
               
               
REVENUE  $15,416,658             
EXPENSE  $16,264,830             
Surplus/(Deficit)  ($848,172)            
               
*** Top Four Categories               
  Professional/Technical Fees           
  Contract Services             
  General Travel             
  Visit/Receptions             
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Appendix: 
 
 
Athletic Council Meeting 
Champ Hall Conference Room 
September 17, 2008 
Agenda Items 
 
 
 
1. Athletic Director Report   Scott Barnes 
 
2. NCAA Dashboard    Scott Barnes 
 
3. ASUSU Live Bull for Mascot  Grady Brimley 
 
4. Schedule for Athletic Council  Ken White 
 
5. Other Business    Ken White 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Athletic Council Meeting 
Champ Hall Conference Room 
November 19, 2008 
Agenda Items 
 
 
 
1.      Athletic Director Report     Scott Barnes 
 
2. NCAA graduation rate      Brian Evans 
 
3. Mid-term Progress of Student-Athletes   Brian Evans   
 
4. Academic Performance of our Student-Athletes  Brian Evans 
 
5. Additional items      Ken White 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Athletic Council Meeting 
Champ Hall Conference Room 
December 17, 2008 
Agenda Items 
 
 
 
1.      Athletic Director Report     Scott Barnes 
 
2. Gender & Minority Issues subcommittee   Gary Chambers 
 
 
 
 
Athletic Council Meeting 
Champ Hall Conference Room 
January 21, 2009 
Agenda Items 
 
 
 
1. Gender & Minority Issues Subcommittee  Gary Chambers 
 
2. Athletic Director Report    Scott Barnes/Jeff Crosbie 
 
A. 2008-2009 Athletics Budget      
 
B. Intercollegiate Athletics Financial Plan    
 
3. Academic Breakdown Fall 2008   Brian Evans 
 
4. Other Business     Ken White 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Athletic Council Meeting 
Champ Hall Conference Room 
February 18, 2009 
Agenda Items 
 
 
 
1. Athletic Director Report 
 A. Sports Update 
B. Athletic Student Fee Referendum                                         
C. 2008-2009 Budget 
 
 
 
 
 
Athletic Council Meeting 
Champ Hall Conference Room 
March 18, 2009 
Agenda Items 
 
 
 
1. Athletic Director Report    Scott Barnes 
 
2. Academic Update     Brian Evans 
 
3. Compliance Program Overview   Jake Garlock 
  
 
Athletics Council Minutes 
September 17, 2008 
 
Athletics Council meeting was held on September 17, 2008 in the Champ Hall 
Conference Room.  Those in attendance were Gary Chambers, Raymond Coward, Dave 
Cowley, Jeff Crosbie, Lance Brown, Brian Evans, Grady Brimley, Brandon Broadhead, 
Wally Odd, Whitney Pugh, Melissa Osterloh, Brett Shelton, Scott Barnes, Ken White, 
Ross Peterson, and David Olsen. 
 
The last football game was the most attended game by the students and we want to 
recognize Lance and Grady for the student turn out.   
 
Director of Athletics Report:  The first two weeks being on the job Scott’s biggest 
surprise is the passion for the Aggies. Phase-in portions of the SWOT Analysis and 
identify where we stand relative to budget.  The first 90 days Scott has been meeting with 
approximately 150 individuals including campus and community leaders, donors, alumni, 
former student-athletes, current student-athletes, media and sponsors.  In addition we held 
several town meetings and other gatherings in Utah, California, and Nevada. 
 
The rationale behind these meetings was to allow me to develop an understanding of the 
culture that exists here and to become current on issues, challenges and opportunities, 
which have an impact on the current and future success of intercollegiate athletics.  
Further, this activity has allowed me to begin cultivating new relationships.  
 
Scott discussed the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of the athletics 
department.  He then reviewed the NCAA Dashboard information and the non-funded 
comparison of coaches and administration salaries. Scott then reviewed “what’s next” for 
the athletics department.   
 
Gary asked what drives a student-athlete to choose one school over another.  Scott replied 
that the faculty, health of the program, team, and TV exposure is all factors.  Specifically, 
it is all over the map. 
 
Scott reviewed the priorities that we must achieve: overhaul Intercollegiate Athletics 
budget and analyze funding sources, reorganize ICA development operations, implement 
a football program enhancement plan, increase football season ticket sales, establish 
capital campaign focus areas, improve internal and external communication, and expand 
our donor reach. 
 
Scott let the council know he appreciated them listening.  Ken thanked Scott for his 
report. 
 
Grady brought to the council an idea from ASUSU.  They would like to have a live 
mascot.  Grady has talked with Jeff and Ken took the idea to the cabinet.  ASUSU will 
cover the cost of a calf and they are working with others to help with future costs.  We 
will look for a donor that has ties to help us.  Ken will make some contacts.  A young 
animal will make it easier to work with.  Ken summarized the discussion with the group 
and the general consensus is to support getting a live animal mascot.  Ken and Grady will 
follow up with this project. 
 
We will look again at everyone’s calendar for a different meeting time.  We want to try to 
accommodate everyone’s schedule. 
 
Ken asked if there was any other business.  With no further business Ken thanked 
everyone for their time. 
 
 
  
Athletic Council Minutes 
November 19, 2008 
 
Athletic Council Meeting was held on November 19, 2008 in Champ Hall Conference 
Room.  Those in attendance were: Gary Chambers, Raymond Coward, Dave Cowley, Jeff 
Crosbie, Lance Brown, Jana Doggett, Brian Evans, Nnamdi Gwacham, Grady Brimley, 
Brandon Broadhead, Wally Odd, Whitney Pugh Brett Shelton, Scott Barnes, Ken White, 
Ross Peterson, Dennis Dolny, and David Olsen.  Those excused from the council meeting 
were:  Stan Albrecht Pat Evans, Hilda Fronske Dallas Holmes, Fred Hunsaker, Melissa 
Osterloh, Jeanine Hernandez, and Alison Cook. 
 
Ken White conducted the council meeting.  Ken asked the council if they had any 
changes to the October meeting minutes.  The minutes were approved as they were. 
 
Scott would like to address the football situation and then discuss the athletic budget for 
last year.  Scott said the change in football and the decision with Brent has been difficult.  
There is a lack of sustainable momentum.  We have made program but in terms of wins 
we are not quite there.   
 
We are about two things; providing a quality education on the field, in the classroom and 
in life.  We are also about championship programs.   We have moved forward and will 
conduct a swift and thorough search for a new coach.  It will take us about three weeks to 
get a new coach in place depending on the candidate and their availability.  The President 
and Scott are conducting the search.  They are working with several entities and have 
visited with several people across the country.  We have started the process to find a new 
football coach.  Scott then asked if anyone had any questions.   
 
Ken asked if we have made a good message with the transition.  This is a critical time 
academically and we do not want to drop any “balls.” 
 
Scott indicated that we talked about academics specifically with the team.  Brian and 
Scott are discussing where we are with academics.  Scott asked Nnamdi to follow up with 
his teammates.  Brian met with the team last night.  They discussed getting their grades 
up and staying focused, especially after the New Mexico State game.   Scott said we have 
to be in the trenches right now and double our efforts. It is our job to help them through. 
 
Brian indicated that at the end of the meeting he picked out 15 to 16 guys that are not 
where they should be and discussed where they are and explained this could affect their 
eligibility.   
 
Scott will release no one on the team at this time.  Until you look at new leadership we 
will not release anyone.  One informal decision cannot be made until the new staff was 
on board and every case is different.  Scott will have the new leadership talk with that 
individual and then decide whether to release the individual.   
 
Gary asked what we can do to be support decisions that were made. It is an emotionally 
charged decision.  What can we do to help with the transition?   
 
Scott has been sharing his three point plan for football.  The big question is why today is 
different than four years ago.  There are several reasons why.  We are going to build and 
sustain success.   
 
We are better off than when Brent took the position and he should be commended for 
moving the meter.  It was not as much as we wanted but he did move the meter. 
 
The Logan airport is one thing that is different.  To be able to fly out of Logan and have 
opponents fly in to Logan is important.   
 
There are three pieces to the plan: 
 
1.  Football Competitive Excellence Plan:  We want continuity in the program.  We 
have been successful at raising dollars.  It is critical to attract quality individuals.  
We need dollars to use for salaries to have continuity in the program.  
 
2. Scheduling:  We can’t build a program without a balanced schedule. BYU and 
UTAH rivalries are good but not every year.  We will about one pay day game.  
We are only receiving $600,000 for Texas A&M 600,000 and $600,000 for 
Oklahoma.  I can’t buy us out of these games but we will move some things 
around.   
 
We will play 1 AA game a year, play Utah or BYU at home, one pay day game 
and start a regional rival game before we play the WAC games.  We have to 
create some momentum and we have to have the opportunity. 
   
3. Facility Development:  The new building is a wonderful too.  We will see results 
with this recruiting class.  The Hall of Fame on the 2nd floor will be football 
legends and the 3rd floor will be academics.   
 
We have a plan in place.  We will create team unity and energy with the athletes.   
The quality of candidates is outstanding. 
 
The Provost asked what markers we are looking for in a candidate to prove they are 
committed to academics. 
  
We are asking the right questions about their APR.  There will be language in the 
contract that will reflect the APR and we will put a penalty clause in place if they fall 
below the APR. 
 
Jeff handed out a budget worksheet for athletics.  In the first column is the source of 
funds.  This is the athletics approved budget versus the year to date budget.  When we 
originally did our budget we had to take a 10% cut on the budget.  We took some cuts in 
areas that we thought we could make cuts and found out we could not make those cuts.  
We are not traveling a full squad; athletes are sharing beds, etc.   
 
In the beginning of the budget process we were thinking of a higher payout for the 2006-
2007 BCS payouts.  Our revenues were up and our expenses were up as well.  Our 
turnover rate for coaches increased our dollars more than we anticipated.  Football had 
expenses they incurred with moving to the new building.   
 
 
Provost asked if the over spending like this is poor estimation or irresponsible spending? 
Did we under-estimate the expenses for the year?   
 
Jeff replied that when we sat down with coaches and created the budget and then took a 
10% cut from the budget we had created put us over budget.  One example is travel, we 
are asking them to make cuts where they just couldn’t.  We have coaching staff that stay 
with family and friends save hotel dollars or borrow someone else’s vehicle to save those 
dollars. 
 
Scott indicated that our budgets aren’t realistic thus the deficit you see. This did not 
happen overnight.  We have a minimum number of sports and we are not sending athletes 
to everything.  We can always be better stewards of our revenues.   
 
Scott understands normally we would have already presented this year’s budget. We want 
to do it with a plan. Ken talked with Academic Senate. Scott has met with the student fee 
committee and shared with them the state of our budget.  Not any one revenue source will 
fix our budget problem. The WAC is where we should be.  
 
We have a three to one budget difference in the WAC and the WAC put forth a plan with 
emphasis on the bottom growing.  We are growing to close the gaps.  There are three 
resources to closing the gap:  One piece is student fees.  We are not asking the students to 
carry the whole load, we are asking the students to help like never before.  Another piece 
is institutional support.  The University comes to help us in different ways.  We are 
asking they put that support in as a revenue item to help us grow. We will present the 
budget and a plan at the next council meeting.  It is really a critical time and we have the 
same economic pressures.  That is why we need to get this right.  We want to make sure 
we have folk’s blessings. 
 
The Provost asked if the goal is not to do away from deficit but to move toward our 
peers.  Scott indicated we do not have to be in top half of the WAC but to be put in a 
position to advance. What can we do to get there over time? 
 
The Provost asked about presenting the athletics budget to the Faculty Senate Present.   
Ken said we need to resolve the issues from last year.  We will go through the right 
groups and then we will go to the Athletic Council, Senate leadership and then the full 
Senate.    
 
You can do the math in your head to forecast next year’s deficit.  We have a plan to 
address the deficit going forward and having a reasonable experience for our athletes. 
 
We did not realize the realistic expense of being in the WAC.  That is where we need to 
be but at the time we did not fully understand the cost.  Way back when we were 
planning on being participant in WAC.   Scott is not being negative or throwing stones, it 
is much easier to look back 
 
Gary asked if this is really do-able. At USU in Cache Valley, can it really happen?  Scott 
said yes, he wouldn’t be here if he didn’t think in terms of creating a financial plan and 
succeeding.   
 
Gary indicated you get a great feel for what is there, the discouragement. Scott said the 
bad news is worse than we thought, but the good news is that we are better than we 
thought.  We have one hundred volunteers ready to go.  We have doubled our Big Blue 
over the last three years.  This year we will double our football revenues.  All three pieces 
will handle it.  The biggest question is if the student fee is passes.  There are still some 
questions yet to be answered. 
 
The question was asked if there is an average percentage from student fees.   
 
In the WAC we are in the top 25% for self-generated revenues. Currently in 2006-2007 
we self generate 47% of our budget.  How does that compare to other schools.  We are in 
the 75% for budgets our size.    We are carrying our weight.  We have 53% of our funds 
allocated and we are somewhere in lower middle.  In WAC comparisons we are high.   
When we look at the student fees they fall across the board and are all over the map.  We 
have found fees from $14 - $15 million.  The low end is less than one million in the lower 
third of the graph.  LA Tech has a low student fee but is getting capital dollars from the 
state. 
 
Brian reviewed the NCAA graduation rate and GSR comparison data.   Brian handed out 
the new graduation success rate report.  The handout shows sport-by-sport success rate.  
This is a four class average starting in 2001.  This is a cohort freshman class graduating 
in 2007.   
 
We also keep track of one list for scholarship student-athletes only. We still have a few 
that are continuing towards graduation.  We have a 95% graduation rate for our women 
student-athletes. 
 
The Provost asked how football looks versus other schools.  We are 3rd in the WAC for 
football.  The Provost then asked what the national average for football is.  Brian guessed 
that the national average is 65%.   
 
Brian has sent out a midterm progress reports.  We sent 252 requests with 172 responses 
back and 80 that have received no response.  We would like a better response to the 
request and we have tried to let the faculty know how important these requests are for the 
athletes. The Provost asked for a list of the 80 faculty not responding to Brian’s request.  
Ken thought one mechanism is to bring department heads in the group. 
 
The new facility is being used by the student-athletes.  Any time of the day you can see 
students using the study area.   
 
Ken thanked everyone for their’ time.   
 
  
Athletic Council Minutes 
January 21, 2009 
 
Athletic Council Meeting was held on January 21, 2009 in Champ Hall Conference 
Room.  Those in attendance were: Gary Chambers, Ray Coward, Dave Cowley, Jeff 
Crosbie, Lance Brown, Jana Doggett, Brian Evans, Pat Evans, Nnamdi Gwacham, Dallas 
Holmes, Grady Brimley Brandon Broadhead, Whitney Pugh, Brett Shelton, Scott Barnes, 
Ken White, Ross Peterson, Dennis Dolny, David Olsen and Alison Cook.  Those excused 
from the meeting were: Hilda Fronske, Wally Odd, Fred Hunsaker, Melissa Osterloh and 
Jeanine Hernandez. 
 
Gender and Minority Issues Subcommittee: Gary gave a Gender and Minority 
Subcommittee update to the council.  The information in the handout reflects USU’s 
participation comparisons that were reported for 2008 - and the numbers did climb for 
2009.   
 
Jana indicated the numbers are in sync.  We have met with all the coaches to discuss 
squad size, maximum on the men’s side and the minimum on women’s side. USU must 
add another sport to the women’s program.  We are currently evaluating the club sports 
as potential options.  We are not ready to add another sport yet, but we are looking into 
what adoptions we have for future consideration.  It must be a sport that has local 
(campus) interest and that will allow us access to adequate numbers of women 
participants. 
 
Gary asked if we are asking which program brings the most interest.   
 
Dennis asked about adding a swimming team.  We have a swimming pool and a diving 
well.  We could get really qualified coaches that would be interested in starting a WAC 
program.  Jana indicated that our swimming pool is a touch too small to qualify for 
competitions.  We would have to travel a swimming team for all competitions.   
 
Gary said that his committee is meeting regularly.  We are documenting our information 
and making good strides.   
 
Athletic Director Report: Scott presented information regarding the Athletics budget 
and student fees (presentation attached).  We all believe the WAC is where we need to 
be, now at this point. 
 
We are receiving $52 now and are asking, through a special student referendum, for an 
additional $65.  We are comparing our student fees to the WAC and MAC schools 
because they are similar to us.  If approved, this would constitute $2 million in new 
revenues.  Fresno State just passed a new student fee.  Another important comparison is 
how much of our venues are reserved for students, for example, 40% of the USU 
basketball venue goes to students. 
 
Financial Plan:  We have a deficit of $1,098,429 for the current year we are in (2008-
09).   In previous years, institutional support has become available to help offset 
expenditures as well as access to non-budgeted revenues (BCS Football funds).   We 
originally were expecting $1.6 million in student fees this year but there was a decrease 
in fees and an increase in other areas such as tuition.  We experienced a $30,000 
increase in football ticket sales and Men’s basketball is close to reaching the projected 
revenue mark.   
 
We are developing a plan looking out over several years and have a plan designed to fix 
this problem. 
 
We have developed a football excellence fund.  This fund is designed to fund higher 
salaries and increase expenses associated with the football program.  We have 
commitments of over $1 million for football and have $600,000 to $800,000 out in asks.  
This is not a grass roots program but a targeted gifts program from individuals that have 
specific interests in football and with the commitment to increase their giving and not 
reduce other planned giving.   
 
Scott Barnes, Ken White and the Provost met with Mike Parent, Jon Krass, and Ed Heath, 
from the leadership of the Faculty Senate, this morning.  Scott asked the Provost to talk a 
little about the meeting.  The Provost said that the deficit is an internal loan that we have 
made to athletics.  It is an issue that we must carry forward to be transparent but we 
shouldn’t ever think that it is money that has not been paid.  It is an accounting issue.  
Dave Cowley said that this is true; we have borrowed the money from ourselves.  The 
Provost reiterated this is an internal accounting issue.   
 
Gary said the vote on the referendum would be on March 23 and 24.  This is a very 
interesting topic to see if students will pass or not. 
 
Scott said that if the fees do not pass we would redo the financial plan and look 
elsewhere.  This problem didn’t happen overnight and therefore cannot be fixed 
overnight.   
 
Ken said the council approved the report for last year’s budget.  The council needs to 
review and approve this year’s (2008-09) budget.  He asked Scott to have the budget 
ready to go before the council at the next meeting.   
 
Gary said that in the history of the fee board no one has come back every year for an 
increase.  Historically we haven’t increased fees every year. 
 
Academic Breakdown Fall 2008: Brian presented the academic breakdown for fall 
2008.   We are at a 3.06 and that is up .02 from the previous spring.  All but three 
sports are over 3.0.  Men’s basketball is up and doing a good job.  The women’s team is 
at 3.314 and the men’s team is at 2.856.  We have about 52% above 3.0 and 90% above 
2.0.   
 
Football is at a 2.269 and a cumulative GPA of 2.571.  This is down from a 2.71 
cumulative GPA.  The numbers for fall are always down especially for freshman.  They 
are learning all new schedules.  In meeting with the new staff there is a different 
atmosphere and philosophy.  Brian gave a report of information to the new coaches and is 
optimistic that GPA numbers will increase drastically. 
 
The Provost asked if this eliminates their eligibility.  Brian answered not at this time. We 
have a few that have submitted appeals to the NCAA and some of our freshmen are on 
warning at this time. 
 
The Provost asked that the council look at further breakdown of the 38 athletes below a 
2.0.  He wants descriptive information why are we up from 26 athletes.  What happened 
to get us to this point?  We need to diagnose the problem and develop a better strategy to 
address the issue. 
 
Brian indicated that the reality with football, as far as academics are concerned, there is a 
direct association with the level of oversight from the coaching staff.  If the coaches focus 
on academics and establish expectations, then the kids will meet those expectations.  
 
The Provost indicated this is an advisory committee to the President.  The Provost said 
this is unacceptable academic performance from our football players.  It is unacceptable 
as a University.   
 
Nnamdi said that the number would see a tremendous decrease.  Coach Andersen has his 
list and those athletes are being watched.  Coach makes sure that an assistant coach is at 
study hall every night. 
 
Dennis Dolny indicated that the coaches have the stick and can put an end to this problem 
overnight.   This is the way to motivate the athletes. 
 
Ken asked Brian to generate the information requested for the Provost and the Academic 
Subcommittee, and concluded the meeting.   
 
 
  
Athletic Council Minutes  
February 18, 2009 
 
Athletic Council Meeting was held on February 18, 2009 in Champ Hall Conference 
Room.  Those in attendance were:  Ken White, Dennis Dolny, Tyler Labrum, Grady 
Brimley, Nnamdi Gwacham, Alison Cook, Gary Chambers, Cecile Germer, Ross 
Peterson, Brian Evans, Whitney Pugh, Jeff Crosbie, Jana Doggett and Scott Barnes.  
Those excused from the meeting were: Hilda Fronske, Wally Odd, Fred Hunsaker, 
Melissa Osterloh, Stan Albrecht, Raymond Coward, Lance Brown, Pat Evans, Dallas 
Holmes, and Jeanine Hernandez. 
 
Ken welcomed everyone to the council meeting. 
 
The NCAA membership approved our USU sponsored legislation.  If another school 
wants to communicate with an athlete while they are on a church mission that school 
must receive prior-permission from the institution the athlete departed from to serve the 
mission.  If the athlete returns from their church mission and decides they want to go play 
somewhere other than the original institution they departed from to attend the mission 
they will now have to sit out a year prior to being eligible for competition.   
 
Sports Update: 
Scott asked Nnamdi to update the council on the “Dancing with the Stars” Charity Event.  
This is the first year for this charity event.  We had a mix of athletes from every sport.  
They practiced for about a month and then put on a show.  Tariq Polley and his partner 
won the competition dancing to a Cha’ Cha’.  Scott gave kudos to Grady for stepping out 
of his comfort zone. 
 
Men’s basketball is in the top 25.  Their home winning streak is an all time record.  
Women’s Basketball is 11-12, and 5-12 in WAC play.  Golf finished 11 out of 14.  
Gymnastics won their meet again Utah.  Softball won their game against Santa Barbara.   
We are hosting the WAC Track Championship in March.   
 
Athletic Student Fee Referendum: 
Scott made a presentation that he is showing to groups of students regarding the student 
fee referendum that will be voted on in March.  The Student Fee Committee approved, 13 
to 1, the request to move this process forward. The students seem to want to use 
Facebook versus a town hall meeting format to exchange questions and answers. 
 
This has been more positive than we anticipated. There are 15 students that serve on an 
ad-hock committee.  The Athletics administration is attempting to meet with this 
committee every week or two to get information out to students. The goal is to ensure 
that the people who are talking about the referendum have the correct information. 
 
Gary Chambers indicated that traditionally the fee schedule is the same for both on 
campus and regional campus students. Students at the regional campuses will pay the 
same fee as those on campus. We are going to impose a $65 fee on regional campus but 
not allow them to vote. Gary asked if this particular fee increase will not be imposed on 
the regional campus. 
 
Scott indicated that currently Athletics does not receive any of the fees collected from 
regional campuses.  Gary suggested this may deserve some additional discussion on fees 
and the regional campuses.  Whitney Pugh indicated the overall philosophy is; One 
University, many locations. One way we try to be consistent is tuition and fees. 
 
Ken White asked if there is a point where you say the fee actually needs to go to the 
proposed purpose. Is this a specific referendum to campus?  Whitney indicated there may 
not currently be a mechanism where the fee is specific to campus.  
 
Gary Chambers asked with all the groups met with so far, do we have any intent on 
making presentation to general student body.  Scott said that the Facebook option is 
where the students have turned to for their general discussions. Thousands of people are 
already members of Facebook. 
 
Dennis Dolny suggested calculating how many dollars we pay yearly to student workers 
as “value-added”. In this way Athletics is reinvesting student fee dollars back into 
student’s pockets.  This amount of money would be startling for the students understand 
how much income is generated that actually returns to the students through a sporting 
venue. 
 
Scott said the question was asked why the University does not remove Athletics to save 
$2.5 M in E & G Funds.  His response was the Athletics Department spends $3M a year 
on campus.  
 
Budget- 2008-09:  
Athletics has a ten-year plan to reduce the deficit and balance the budget.  We have 
considerable Title IX concerns we will have to deal with. 
 
Jeff Crosby indicated there has been reduction in institutional support for this current 
budget cycle.  We were originally expecting $1.8M in student fees and only have 
received $1.7M.  
 
Football sales are up this year (08-09).  The guarantees for games are not as high as 
previous years.  Big Blue is $150,000 ahead of a year ago, the current year fund drive 
will start-up in April. NCAA projected money payments will come in April and May.  
Right now we are okay but have work to do. 
 
Ken White asked if there were any questions on the first page and if there were any 
preferences regarding the more “summarized” version of the budget or the far more detail 
versions Jeff has provided today?  It was recommended the Council continue to use the 
more detailed page. 
 
The athletics programs are still looking at ways to cut costs.  We are setting down with 
each coach and looking at ways to save. 
 
The majority of difference in revenue is in institutional support and BCS money; between 
these two categories there is almost $1M in lost revenues. We have controlled those 
things that are in our control.   
 
Gary Chambers asked what the Big Blue Scholarship expenses were used for.  Jeff 
indicated that those expenditures include golf tournaments, the auction, printing and 
copying, etc.   
 
Ross Peterson moved the motion to accept the budget as proposed, Dennis seconded the 
motion.  The record will show the vote was unanimous to accept the 2008-2009 budgets. 
 
Ken White asked Scott Barnes to bring information to the April Council Meeting 
regarding what sports are being evaluated in the context of compliance with Title IX.  
Also to provide educational information regarding potential or existing deficiencies, any 
University liabilities, etc associated with Title IX compliance.  This does not have to be a 
decision-making matrix but he would like a presentation in April to inform and educate 
Council members regarding the issues associated with Title IX.  We will plan on twenty 
minutes for this discussion. 
 
Scott Barnes indicated with the state of our current sports the last thing we need to do is 
add another sport.  We are working on roster management: capping men’s and 
maximizing women’s rosters. 
 
Alumni Event at WAC Basketball Tournament: 
Cecile distributed information on the Alumni event during the WAC Basketball 
Tournament.  The event is on Friday, March 14 from 3:30-5:30 p.m. at the Silver legacy 
Resort and the cost is $15 per person.   
 
We had 200 people attend the Boise Alumni Event. 
 
Scott Barnes let the council know we are sold out of our 250 ticket allotment and are 
directing all others to the Nevada Ticket office. 
 
With no other business, Ken adjourned the meeting.   
 
 
  
Athletic Council Minutes 
March 18, 2009 
 
Director of Athletics Report 
We had a little altercation at the WAC Tournament and had to suspend our mascot.  We 
have two mascots and the apprentice is the one that made the mistake. We felt it would be 
the wrong move to allow any mascot to perform.  We are asking the commission to look 
at the usher the issues the bet and to Pistol Pete.  He ran the length of the court and 
blindsided our mascot.  Our mascot could have been seriously injured by being tackled.  
We are dealing with those issues right bow.   Big Blue donated the $100 wager towards 
charity.  
 
Men’s basketball was in the top 25 this year and Stew Morrill was the WAC Coach of the 
Year.  We received a lot of national media exposure and we are proud of them. 
 
Women’s basketball had a great year.  This was their first WAC win in tournament play. 
 
Gymnastics had a tough season overall but a great win against BYU. 
 
Softball will play their first twenty two games with sixteen games on the road.  Their first 
home game is on Friday. 
 
Football started spring practice yesterday.  There is a winning expectation.  The coaching 
staff is doing a great job turning the program.  Gary’s philosophy is if they meet 
expectations in the classroom it transfers to the field. 
 
Track and Field had two All-Americans.  Men’s took second and the women’s finished 
4th.  We will be hosting the WAC Track and Field Championship in May. 
 
Golf is hosting the WAC Golf Championship in Las Vegas this year. 
 
Men’s tennis is 7 -4 and the women’s tennis team is 3-9.  
  
Academic Update 
Brian- not a composite 3.04 GPA 
 43 student-athletes  
  Academic all conference title 
 82%GSR 
 
Submitting next cohort on June 1. 
 
150 Whitesides Scholar Athletes 
 Right on mark as in past 
 Cumulative GPA 3.2 or better 
 
Ken introduced Jake to the group. Jake is the Assistant Athletic Director for Compliance. 
 
Compliance Program Overview 
Institutional Control is the theme that overrides all compliance: 
   
1. Education 
2. Monitoring 
3. Policing 
 
Education:  
Monthly meetings with coaching staff 
Annual Meetings on campus within the departments- Teach enough to ask 
questions to prevent violations. 
Student-Athletes-Weekly emails- Questions and Answers are the buildings 
 
• Alumni 
o Monitoring- auditing and displaying- documenting that we are watching 
• Recruiting 
o Front and Brian 
o Back and reconciliations 
• Camps and Clinics 
o Approval on from of advertising 
o Improve monitoring of camp 
• Phone Calls 
• Recruiting Visits 
• Scholarships 
• Eligibility 
• Awards and Benefits 
• Meals 
• Documents Seasons 
 
We are constantly trying to improve things and head off before we have any violations.  
We reported ten to fifteen secondary violations last year.   
 
Ken would be concerned if we did not have any violations. If we have more than Ken 
would ask if we are not educating our personnel. 
 
Ken enjoys working with Jake.  He has a knack for compliance. It is far better to ask the 
right question so we can all fix the mistakes.  Everyone makes mistakes but ask the 
questions. 
 
Ken asked if there was any other business or any new business.   
 
The Provost asked for meeting to go over NCAA certification issues.  We need to look 
back and look ahead. 
 
Agenda items for next month’s meeting will be Ross’s sub-committee and Title IX 
issues. 
 
Gary indicated that no documentation in the past was kept on the sub-committee reports. 
Gary has those minutes and suggested that we need to have one place for those 
documents. 
 
Ken asked that all sub-committee documentation be sent to him and Ronda.  We will 
collect and storehouse all documents.  We will verify all documentation is together. 
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
  
Athletic Council Minutes 
April 15, 2009 
 
 
Athletic Director Report 
We started our annual fund drive last Thursday. We have eight volunteers leading the 
charge.  This is a significant leg to the stool.  The difference in the fund drive this year is 
that we are having them sign the commitment now and then they can pay upon receiving 
their tickets.  We are striving for a $200,000 increase this year.  
 
We will have our spring blue and white scrimmage and barbeque this weekend for 
football.  We will have our alumni in for the game.  Last summer we formed an Athletic 
Director Advisory Board and they will have a meeting this Saturday in conjunction with 
the game.  This board will help us open doors in the business community.  This board 
will look and provide advice from different perspective. 
 
We will host the WAC Track and Field Championships from May 13 -16. 
 
Men’s basketball banquet is tonight at 6:30 p.m. at the Copper Mill. 
 
The Whitesides’ luncheon is on Wednesday, April 22 at 11:30 a.m. TSC Ballroom. 
Utah State's men's and women's outdoor track and field teams will host the Mark Faldmo 
Invitational on Saturday, April 18. 
Softball will play Louisiana Tech with a doubleheader beginning at 2 p.m. on Friday, 
followed by a single game on Saturday at Noon. 
Women’s Tennis will play three Western Athletic Conference matches this weekend 
against Louisiana Tech, San Jose State and Nevada. USU will play its first match on 
Friday at 9 a.m., against Louisiana Tech and then face San Jose State Friday afternoon at 
5 p.m. The Aggies will then conclude the weekend on Saturday against Nevada at 1 p.m. 
All matches will be played at the Sports Academy & Racquet Club.  
We will host the Oakridge Golf Tournament on May 11.  Registration materials are in the 
mail. 
Title IX 
Before we move forward we have a lot of work to do to stabilize our budget.  The next 
step is to better manage our rosters before adding another sport.  The key areas are in 
competition for 2007-2008 show we are heading in the right direction.  The three areas to 
look at are the participation numbers, the scholarship numbers and the budget numbers. 
 
Jana provided a report with women’s sports we could look at adding. 
 
The Provost asked if this report emulates undergrad students.  Jana said that in 2008 52% 
were males and 48% were females and those are the numbers we are striving for. 
 
This is a preliminary look that we have done.  We are looking at budgets and start up 
costs. We still have a lot we need to do with our current women’s sports.  We have been 
making forward progress. 
 
Gary asked about the minimum participation numbers now?  Are there not enough 
scholarships or not enough interest?  Jana said you could impose numbers.  The 
difference is that males just want to be part of the team and females want playing time.   
 
Volleyball is carrying fifteen players and most teams usually only have twelve.  They are 
engaged because of the possibilities to play. 
 
Scott also said that the quality diminished for the player the higher numbers you get.  
Women’s sports numbers have been increased. 
 
The NCAA just adjusted the numbers in two sports.  There are additional scholarship 
opportunities in track and soccer.  There is also discussion among track coaches to add 
unlimited numbers. 
 
Gary asked if the percent is based on scholarship or participation.  Jana informed the 
group that they look at scholarships, opportunities and budgets for women’s sports. 
 
Brett asked about possibly adding a women’s ice hockey team.  We will add it to the list 
of possibilities.   
 
Dave Cowley brought up that BYU has a very successful diving team and that they have 
the same pool as us.  Jana indicated they cannot host many home events and they are 
currently building a new swimming pool. 
 
Lance brought up the referendum for recreation center.  It is still on his radar.  This may 
be the time to bring up the referendum again for the new recreation center here on 
campus.  This would be a possible area to expand. 
 
Ken pointed out that nobody is moving ball forward as far as adding.  We will keep our 
eye out and provide opportunities for women. 
 
Athletic Relation Sub-Committee Report 
We had our Athletic Relations Sub-Committee Report on April 9.  We discussed the 
athletics events plans and how to execute.  Alumni gave a report.  We reviewed the 
upcoming football schedule and where we will have events.  September 24 is 
Homecoming and Ag Day.  We will also have reunions that week.  We will have an event 
at BYU. 
 
The use of the President’s suite for next football season will be shared with the colleges, 
used for Homecoming and the Old Main Society.  The President’s office will do the 
invitation list. 
 
There was a vigorous and constructive discussion on student groups and some problems 
we had last year.  The chair will meet with the music department to form a more 
cooperative effort.   
 
Academic Improvement Plan for Football Team 
In the fall we raised the question on academic performance with the football program.  
Scott, Briand and Jana meet to discuss opportunities.  The Provost met with Scott, Gary, 
and Brian to review football academics.  He wanted to update the council on what is 
happening and the changes the new coaching staff has implemented. 
 
Brian likened the coaching staff to a range of hammers.  What we had was not working 
with football but it is working now. 
 
Some of the highlights are that we restructured the mentoring program and implemented 
a skills part of our mentoring program. 
 
The football coaches are active in checking classes.  We have identified students that are 
at risk.  Out of 1,000 classes checked there were only 31 instances of not attending class.  
We are hopeful that the grades will be markedly different and that we see a dramatic turn 
around. 
 
Brian saved three from suspension and every grade check has seen C’s, B’s or even some 
A’s. 
 
The Provost just wanted to report back to the council with academics. 
 
Nnamdi said that it is a hundred times different.  Coach Andersen puts a lot of stock in 
academic integrity.  He carries a sledge hammer and it not afraid to use it.   
 
Provost said we had an inkling there was a problem.  With the new coaching staff the 
students have responded to the changes.  There is a new you out there.  We are involved, 
engaged and we are overseeing it.   
 
Brian meets with Scott and Gary every Wednesday to discuss academics.  Jason and 
Brian meet with all staff on Thursday to review the football player’s academics. 
 
Provost said the challenge will be to finish semester and finish strong.  We will monitor 
freshmen and transfers coming in the fall for all sports and how to help them adjust.  
Brian will identify at risk athletes prior to them getting on campus.  The Provost will 
continue to monitor the grades.     
 
Annual Activity Reports from Subcommittees 
The chair of each subcommittee will sit down and provide an activity report.  They will 
provide summary documents through the year.  By June1 each chair will send a summary 
report to Ken and Ronda.    
 
From the Budget Subcommittee will we want a cover memo showing the close-out of the 
year, the proposed budget and a mid-year update on the budget.  This will include salary 
adjustments, the referendum and the budget cuts. 
 
 
Athletics Relations Subcommittee 
Ken asked if w e could accomplish same tasks without the Athletic Relations 
Subcommittee.  Ross indicated that the coordination of key events is very helpful.  Jana 
said the group could keep communicating whether there was a meeting or not.  Gary said 
from the historical perspective it is critical to keep this group.  It provides a tremendous 
check and balance.  This committee help ensure the student voices does not get lost.  
Gary also feels that the 
   
Gary said the students made a huge financial commitment.  He feels that they are a 
critical committee support from voices that would not be heard.  It is a tremendous check 
and balance.  This is the only group that involves students and Gary recommends keeping 
this group. 
 
Ken asked for the next time around target the first of each semester for the Athletic 
Relations Subcommittee to meet. 
 
Gary feels the students will want accountability because of the fees.  Gary also thinks 
there are futuristic things that this committee can do.  Wally also feels there is a lot to be 
there.  The goal of this subcommittee is to look at the committee, rejuvenate it and see 
where it needs to go. 
 
We will email all the notes to the council for review before the first meeting in the fall.   
 
Ken asked the council if they had any other issues to bring before the council.  The 
council was dismissed.   
 
 
Associated Students of Utah State University 
Tyler Tolson 
797-1723 
Tolson.tyler@gmail.com 
 
The school year so far has been a huge success and students are more involved than ever. We have 
three bodies that work together to enhance student life. The Academic Senate meets every Monday 
night at 5:30pm, the Executive Council meets every Tuesday at 5:30pm and the Graduate Student 
Senate meets every other Thursday at 5:00. All meetings are held in TSC 336. We would love your 
attendance if you would like to weigh in on an issue. 
 
 Homecoming week was a victory in more ways than just football. Every event was well 
attended! We had 2000 people at Mr. USU and almost  4000 students at our Homecoming 
dance! Kayla Harris is doing a wonderful job as Traditions Director. 
 Over 120 current and future Utah State student leaders attended our Aggie BLUE Fall Leadership 
seminar last month. We had great support from our Alumni in providing personal letters of their 
experiences at Utah State University.  
 Ben Croshaw and the Academic Senate have put many hours into the revision of the Academic 
Opportunity Fund application and process for selection.  
 The President’s Cabinet has been selected and they are meeting on Thursdays at 5:15pm. They 
will be working on several things including a trash can and recycling bin initiative, manning and 
forming information booths on campus, a project involving public relations and the Computer 
Labs, and research regarding a Student Recreation Center. 
 Business week provided a great opportunity for students to interact with the Jon M. Huntsman 
School of Business. 
 We are working on streaming free online coverage of high profile Aggie Athletics teams to allow 
not only our regional campuses to enjoy games, but Aggies across the globe as well. 
 Aggies for Africa is holding their annual shoe drive. Last year they collected more than 3000 
pairs of shoes. They hope to exceed that number this year.  
 The Halloween Howl had an attendance of about 6,000 individuals this year. 
 Civic Awareness week, which consisted of City Council and Mayoral debates as well as many 
other events,  recently ended and was a huge success. 
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University Retention Report to Faculty Senate 
Executive Summary 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee 
Office of Retention and Student Success 
Noelle Call, Director 
November 2, 2009 
This report is prepared on an annual basis for the Faculty Senate at Utah State University in an effort to 
provide basic student cohort and retention data, and to report on processes, initiatives, and programs 
central to student retention efforts at Utah State University. 
The Office of Retention and Student Success was recently approved by Utah State University’s Trustees 
for a change of name (from Retention and First-Year Experience) to more accurately reflect the broad 
scope of the programs, initiatives, and services provided under its auspices.   
Primary programmatic functions of this office include: 
-New student enrollment confirmation  
-Student Orientation, Advising, and Registration (SOAR) 
-The University Connections course (USU 1010) 
-Early Academic Alert 
-University Parent and Family Programs 
-Matriculation, change of enrollment, and leave of absence advising 
-Research and analysis of student and institutional retention data 
-University Retention and Student Success Committee 
-Aggie Passport Experience 
  
Retention, Enrollment, and Program Participation Figures 
 
Cohort and Retention Figures, 2004-2008 (All figures from Analysis, Assessment, and 
Accreditation) 
Initial 2004 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,0281 
Official 2004 Retention Rate: 71.1% 
Initial 2005 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 1,906 
Official 2005 Retention Rate: 72.4% 
Initial 2006 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,375 
Official 2006 Retention Rate: 73.6% 
Initial 2007 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,617 
Official 2007 Retention Rate: 73.4% 
Initial 2008 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,549 
Official 2008 Retention Rate: Not yet available2 
 
2009 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures (Preliminary) 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,639 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,796 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2009 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,557 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2009 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,710 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2009 Participating in SOAR: 3,084 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2009: 1,345 
 
2008 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures  
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,549 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,665 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2008 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,597 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2008 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,737 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2008 Participating in SOAR: 3,021 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2008: 1,123 
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2007 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,617 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,744 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2007 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,495 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2007 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,654 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2007 Participating in SOAR: 2,915 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2007: 1,051 
 
2006 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,375 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,508 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2006 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,454 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2006 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,589 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2006 Participating in SOAR: 2,790 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2006: 897 
 
Student Retention and Graduation Goals 
 
The Office of Retention and Student Success and the Office of the Vice President for Student Services 
have established the following retention and graduation goals for Utah State University: 
 
2010 First-Year Retention Goal: 73% 
2015 First-Year Retention Goal: 78% 
2010 Six Year Graduation Goal: 45% 
2015 Six Year Graduation Goal: 50% 
 
Recent Student Retention-Focused Accomplishments and Initiatives 
1. Reorganization of University Retention and Student Success Committee 
2. Resources for Utah State University Faculty Members 
3. University Connections Experience for New International Students 
4. Sustainability Module in the Connections Curriculum 
5. Tracking and Facilitating Returns from Leaves of Absence 
6. New Components Added to Student Orientation, Advising, and Registration 
 
Updates on Previous and Ongoing Initiatives 
1. Early Academic Alert 
2. Aggie Passport Experience 
3. Parent and Family Programs 
 
Current, Proposed, and Pending Initiatives 
1. Online Connections Student Manual 
2. Expansion of Collaborative Retention Data Efforts and Data Accessibility 
3. University Retention and Student Success Committee/Subcommittee Initiatives 
 
1 Each initial cohort figure represents the number of first-time, full-time, degree-seeking, Logan campus students in an entering fall 
semester cohort prior to adjustments for all allowed reporting exclusions used in calculating the University’s retention rate. For more 
information on these adjustments, see http://aaa.usu.edu/factsfigures/RetentionGraduation.htm. 
2 All adjusted cohort totals and corresponding first- to second- year retention figures are prepared each spring by Analysis, 
Assessment, and Accreditation for the previous academic year’s cohort of entering students.  Correspondingly, the retention rate for 
the official 2008 entering cohort will be available from AAA in spring 2010.   
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University Retention Report to Faculty Senate, November 2009 
Prepared by the Office of Retention and Student Success 
 
Abstract 
 
This report is prepared on an annual basis for the Faculty Senate at Utah State University in an effort to 
provide basic student cohort and retention data, and to explicate processes, initiatives, and programs 
central to student retention efforts at Utah State. Following a summary depiction of current and recent 
available cohort and retention data, this report will annotate specific retention-focused programs and 
processes at Utah State University, with sections highlighting recent accomplishments, updating current 
initiatives, and introducing future programs and imperatives. The report will conclude with a statement 
emphasizing the critical nature of collaboration among faculty, staff, and administrators in efforts to 
meaningfully enhance the student experience at Utah State University. 
 
The Office of Retention and Student Success 
 
The Office of Retention and Student Success was recently approved by Utah State University’s Trustees 
for a change of name (from Retention and First-Year Experience) to more accurately reflect the broad 
scope of the programs, initiatives, and services provided under its auspices.  The Office of Retention and 
Student Success continues to be charged with the mission of comprehensively approaching the 
processes of student transition, integration, and persistence through programs, initiatives, and research.  
Primary programmatic functions of this office include: 
 
-New student enrollment confirmation  
-Student Orientation, Advising, and Registration (SOAR) 
-The University Connections course (USU 1010) 
-Early Academic Alert 
-University Parent and Family Programs 
-Matriculation, change of enrollment, and leave of absence advising 
-Research and analysis of student and institutional retention data 
-University Retention and Student Success Committee 
-Aggie Passport Experience 
 
Beyond the scope of these programs, the Office of Retention and Student Success collaborates 
extensively with departments, offices, and individuals from across the University to identify and implement 
programs and initiatives designed to contribute to student success and mitigate student attrition. 
 
Retention, Enrollment, and Program Participation Figures 
 
Cohort and Retention Figures, 2004-08 (All figures from Analysis, Assessment, and Accreditation) 
Initial 2004 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,0281 
Official 2004 Retention Rate: 71.1% 
Initial 2005 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 1,906 
Official 2005 Retention Rate: 72.4% 
Initial 2006 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,375 
Official 2006 Retention Rate: 73.6% 
Initial 2007 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,617 
Official 2007 Retention Rate: 73.4% 
Initial 2008 First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking, Logan Campus Cohort: 2,549 
Official 2008 Retention Rate: Not yet available2 
 
1 Each initial cohort figure represents the number of first-time, full-time, degree-seeking, Logan campus students in an entering fall 
semester cohort prior to adjustments for all allowed reporting exclusions used in calculating the University’s retention rate. For more 
information on these adjustments, see http://aaa.usu.edu/factsfigures/RetentionGraduation.htm. 
2 All adjusted cohort totals and corresponding first- to second- year retention figures are prepared each spring by Analysis, 
Assessment, and Accreditation for the previous academic year’s cohort of entering students.  Correspondingly, the retention rate for 
the official 2008 entering cohort will be available from AAA in spring 2010.   
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2009 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures (Preliminary) 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,639 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,796 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2009 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,557 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2009 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,710 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2009 Participating in SOAR: 3,084 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2009: 1,345 
 
2008 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures  
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,549 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,665 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2008 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,597 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2008 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,737 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2008 Participating in SOAR: 3,021 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2008: 1,123 
 
2007 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,617 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,744 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2007 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,495 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2007 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,654 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2007 Participating in SOAR: 2,915 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2007: 1,051 
 
2006 Cohort Enrollment and Program Participation Figures 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Logan Campus (Initial Cohort): 2,375 
First-Time, Full-Time, Degree-Seeking Students, Total USU (Including Regional Campuses): 2,508 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2006 Enrolled in Traditional, Pre-Semester Connections: 1,454 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2006 Enrolled in All Sections of Connections: 1,589 
Number of Students Entering Fall 2006 Participating in SOAR: 2,790 
Number of Parents Attending Orientation on Campus during 2006: 897 
 
Student Retention and Graduation Goals 
 
The Office of Retention and Student Success and the Office of the Vice President for Student Services 
have established the following retention and graduation goals for Utah State University: 
 
2010 First-Year Retention Goal: 73% 
2015 First-Year Retention Goal: 78% 
2010 Six Year Graduation Goal: 45% 
2015 Six Year Graduation Goal: 50% 
 
Recent Student Retention-Focused Accomplishments and Initiatives 
 
1. Reorganization of University Retention and Student Success Committee 
Based on research assessing best practices at other universities and corresponding with efforts to 
expand both the reach of and accountability for retention-focused goals throughout the university, the 
University Retention and Student Success Committee was reorganized beginning in Fall Semester, 2009.  
Previously functioning as a sizable committee composed of members from a substantial number of 
University divisions, departments, and offices, this committee has been reorganized to encompass four 
action-oriented subcommittees and an executive committee.  Each subcommittee has been assigned the 
charge of determining specific retention-focused action items, developing goals related to these action 
items, directing initiatives to meet these goals, and reporting all progress to the executive committee.  The 
subcommittees are comprised of representatives from departments, programs, or services from across 
the University, and the executive committee is comprised of the subcommittee chairs and the Director and 
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Associate Director of the Office of Retention and Student Success.  The subcommittees are divided to 
address issues related to underserved populations, academic experience, student engagement, and 
student retention data tracking and assessment.  Each of these subcommittees, and the University 
Retention and Student Success Committee of which they are a part, can now be viewed as a key 
component of the effort to expand the focus on student success and retention throughout the Utah State 
University community.     
 
2. Resources for Utah State University Faculty Members 
Following recommendations made by the University’s Retention Task Force, a series of documents were 
created by the Office of Retention and Student Success with the goal of aiding Utah State faculty 
members in their efforts to foster student success.  The first of these documents represented a concise 
guide to a full range of resources available on campus, targeting issues where faculty members are 
uniquely positioned to identify student needs and/or concerns and might make referrals to appropriate 
campus resources.  The second document included a series of suggestions, practices, and ideas for 
faculty members and instructors to take into consideration as they contemplate how they might enhance 
their own efforts to contribute to their students’ success.  Both documents were developed with the intent 
of coalescing information from multiple sources and providing access to information that faculty members 
might find useful and convenient in support of their endeavors.  This information has been disseminated 
through multiple channels in an effort to reach faculty in all colleges and departments, and is accessible 
to all faculty members and instructors at http://www.usu.edu/rfye/faculty/. 
 
3. University Connections Experience for New International Students 
In an effort to extend a range of the beneficial aspects of the Connections course to incoming 
international students, a Connections experience was developed for the participation of international 
students as a part of their orientation process prior to Fall Semester, 2009.  Planned and developed by 
the Office of International Students and Scholars and the Office of Retention and Student Success, this 
process aimed to provide workshops typically associated with the curriculum for the Connections course 
for international students independent of the course proper.  Approximately 150 incoming international 
students participated in workshops incorporating the following topics: Sexual Assault and Anti-Violence 
Information (presented by Rachel Brighton, SAAVI Coordinator), Computer Labs and Computer 
Information Literacy (presented by Gary Egbert, Service Desk Manager, and staff), and USU Libraries, 
(presented by USU Library staff).  International students were also included in the general Connections 
“Welcome” event, wherein President Albrecht welcomed new students to Utah State University.  Much as 
these workshops and events are provided as a part of the Connections curriculum for incoming students 
to help integrate them into the academic community at Utah State, these offerings have now been 
extended formally to incoming international students with the same overall goal. 
 
4. Sustainability Module in the Connections Curriculum 
Building upon efforts established in the last year to integrate the concepts of sustainability into retention-
focused programs initiatives and vice versa, Connections instructors were invited this year to elect to add 
a sustainability-focused module to their curriculum.  For those instructors who elected to add this 
component to their schedule and curriculum, members of the University’s Sustainability Council visited 
the classroom and offered a substantive presentation detailing the importance of sustainability and 
demonstrating Utah State University’s efforts to promote sustainable policies and practices.  Nine 
Connections instructors incorporated this module into their curriculum; initial feedback revealed that 
instructors as well as students indicated that the presentation was compelling and valuable.  Additional 
assessment tools will be added to next year’s Connections evaluation to allow for better measurement of 
the impact and value of these modules.  Beyond the Sustainability Council’s overt intention of introducing 
students to sustainability in concept, the encouragement embedded in this presentation to take action has 
met with additional success, as instructors have noted that students who were introduced to relevant 
programs and services in these settings have embraced opportunities online, on campus, and in the 
community to become actively involved in sustainability efforts.   
 
5. Tracking and Facilitating Returns from Leaves of Absence 
As a part of the ongoing effort to refine and improve the change of enrollment process, the leave of 
absence process has expanded not only its scope to incorporate a range of different types of leave 
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available to students depending on their needs, but also its capacity to include intentional efforts in 
providing an accessible path back to enrollment at Utah State University.  These intentional efforts have 
entailed an expansion of student data and record tracking, as well as an increased focus on providing 
appropriate information and access to resources at the point of departure as well as through the process 
of returning from leave.  Though these processes, and their accompanying data are relatively new, the 
results of these intentional efforts are showing signs of tremendous initial success, with a 9 percent 
increase in the percentage of students who actually returned to USU from a leave of absence relative to 
those who were expected to return reported from 2007 to 2008.  While more data is obviously needed to 
determine the long-term implications and complete relationship between these efforts and their effect on 
students returning to Utah State, the implementation of these procedures certainly appears to have made 
a positive initial impact in this area.  
 
6. New Components Added to Student Orientation, Advising, and Registration 
Over 3,000 incoming students received assistance in their transition to Utah State University through 
participation in Student Orientation, Advising, and Registration (SOAR) prior to Fall Semester, 2009.  
While the core components of the SOAR program remain intact, including registration assistance, 
academic advising, and dissemination of critical policy and procedure information, several components of 
the program were updated and modified to reflect both student demand and the results of careful ongoing 
program assessment.  A targeted workshop was added to the SOAR agenda, designed specifically for 
students who had been admitted to the university on a provisional basis.  This workshop was created in 
an effort to assist these provisionally admitted students to better understand the terms of their admission, 
to clarify both expectations and constraints concomitant with their status, and most importantly, to 
connect them with appropriate resources and assistance as they move forward.  Comparative and 
longitudinal data regarding any potential impact of these workshops on the long-term success of these 
students will be studied as these students progress through their academic careers at Utah State.  
Beyond the addition of this workshop, other changes were made in an effort to better ensure that the 
information provided to students participating in SOAR was being appropriately utilized, primary among 
them an alteration to the SOAR Online program that added a built-in assessment tool that ensured that 
students received the requisite and appropriate information through their participation in the program.   
 
Updates on Previous and Ongoing Initiatives 
 
1. Early Academic Alert 
After extensive research into appropriate methods and best practices, the early academic alert program 
was modified in Fall Semester, 2009.  Recalling that the early academic alert program was established to 
identify students experiencing academic difficulty at early points in the semester, this program has now 
incorporated a new approach to informing students regarding their status, utilizing a more direct and frank 
approach, encouraging students to consult with the Office of Retention and Student Success regarding 
resources that might engender for them a greater chance of academic success.  While complete figures 
will not be available until the end of the semester, it is worth noting that the increase in student response 
to this new approach, both in email and in person, has been substantial.  Following up on commonly 
voiced points of difficulty, Retention and Student Success staff members have consulted with 
representatives from the Academic Resource Center and University Advising in order to be better 
prepared to help ameliorate specific challenges for students, make appropriate referrals, and better 
collaborate in all efforts to assist and serve students, particularly those demonstrating early signs of 
potential academic difficulty.  These consultations have resulted in better flow of communication and 
information among offices and departments that will be utilized in future iterations of the early academic 
alert process. 
 
2. Aggie Passport Experience  
In Fall Semester, 2008, the Aggie Passport Experience was introduced to students as an incentive for 
students to participate in events on-campus and in the community that would broaden their educational 
experience at Utah State University.  Events were selected from four categories:  academic, cultural, 
community and social.  Students who attended and had their passports stamped at six, eight, or ten of 
these events became eligible to earn prizes based on the number of events they attended.  All students 
who obtained at least ten stamps in their passports were invited to dinner at the home of President and 
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Mrs. Albrecht.  Final figures from Fall 2008 indicated that 1075 passport stamps were given at a total of 
31 events.  67 students submitted completed passports at the end of Fall Semester, 2008, and enjoyed 
dinner at the home of President and Mrs. Albrecht.   Following the tremendous success of this initial 
effort, the Aggie Passport Experience was expanded in Fall 2009 to incorporate a range of additional 
events, to allow different departments and events unique access to the passport incentive in support of 
their own efforts, and to continue to broaden the range of educational opportunities both provided and 
promoted to students.  Complete figures detailing the results of the Fall 2009 Aggie Passport Experience 
will be available after the semester has concluded and all completed passports have been submitted. 
 
3. Parent and Family Programs 
The Office of Retention and Student Success continues to facilitate and promote the growth and 
expansion of programs designed to enable parents and families to become better informed and prepared 
resources in contributing to the success of their students.  1,345 parents attended orientation with their 
students in preparation for Fall Semester, 2009, an increase of over 200 parents from the previous year 
alone.  Parent attendance at orientation has increased by approximately 50% since 2006. While attending 
orientation, parents are presented an increasingly focused set of topics relevant to their ability to better 
understand the most viable and appropriate ways they can contribute to student success. As members of 
the USU Parent and Family Association, well over 2,000 parents now receive monthly correspondence 
from the University in the form of a newsletter designed to inform, educate, and prepare parents of Utah 
State Students.  In Fall 2009, Parent and Family Weekend was expanded to incorporate a reception and 
meet-and-greet event with staff members at the Merrill-Cazier Library and individual receptions in each 
on-campus housing area were added to the slate of activities that traditionally centers around the Parent 
and Family Weekend Brunch, with over 370 parents, family members, and students participating.  
Ultimately, the marked expansion of the utilization of the programs and services offered to parents can be 
taken as an indicator that efforts to enhance the support network and resources available to Utah State 
students are indeed meeting with success. 
 
Current, Proposed, and Pending Initiatives 
 
1. Online Connections Student Manual 
As a part of the Connections commitment to sustainability, student-friendliness, and efficiency, a proposal 
has been made to render the Connections student manual in an online-only format for Fall Semester, 
2010.  In this scenario, the current 122 page (61 individual sheets of paper, printed on both sides) paper 
student manual distributed to at least 1,500 students per year would no longer be required for students to 
purchase or made available in printed form, resulting in over 91,000 pages of paper saved.  The 
information contained in the student manual will be moved, where appropriate, to the Blackboard course 
management system, the Student Handbook and Planner (where some of the material from the Student 
Manual is already repeated), and other online resources.  For assignments, or portions of the manual that 
students or instructors see fit to print out of necessity, provisions have been made to provide appropriate 
paper resources, likely slightly mitigating the figure cited regarding the number of sheets of paper saved.  
Nonetheless, this proposed change is almost certain to enhance sustainability efforts, and to streamline 
the presentation of information and material to Connections students.   
 
2. Expansion of Collaborative Retention Data Efforts and Data Accessibility 
The ongoing effort to provide both research and resources to offices, departments, and programs across 
the university has continued over the course of the past year through collaborative efforts to assess and 
determine program effectiveness, student trends, and appropriate student retention-focused goals. 
Utilizing key partners such as the Registrar’s Office, the Financial Aid Office, the Admissions Office, and 
the Office of Analysis, Assessment, and Accreditation, among many others, specific goals have been 
established within the past year to enhance data mining capabilities, increase access to appropriate and 
needed data, and expand the scope of current research.  Many of these goals are in the process of being 
realized through collaborative efforts under the auspices of the Student Retention Data Tracking and 
Assessment Subcommittee of the recently reorganized University Retention Committee, and results of 
these efforts will ultimately lead to better and more widespread access to relevant student data.   
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3. University Retention and Student Success Committee/Subcommittee Initiatives 
As a part of the aforementioned effort to expand University-wide ownership of retention efforts, the four 
newly established subcommittees of the University Retention and Student Success Committee are 
currently in the process of developing initiatives and action items for the coming semester and year.  
These goals will be presented to the executive committee of the University Retention Committee in 
December, 2009, and implementation will commence on these action items beginning in Spring 
Semester, 2010.  A detailed report on the nature of these goals, and their immediate effects will be 
outlined in the version of this report that will be prepared for the Faculty Senate in Fall 2010.   
 
A Concluding Note on Faculty and Collaboration 
 
According to Kinzie and Kuh (2004), “Sharing responsibility for educational quality and student success is 
woven into the tapestry of educationally effective institutions.” A review of the student success and 
retention-focused accomplishments noted in this report reveals the significance of effective and efficient 
collaboration among faculty, staff, and administration in developing effectual initiatives and engendering 
positive outcomes for students and the institution. While each of the aforementioned initiatives certainly 
demand the contributions of multiple constituents, it is important to note the central role played by faculty 
members not only in these initiatives taken individually, but perhaps most critically, in the comprehensive 
effort to provide for student success and retain students at this institution. The proximity between faculty 
members and students on a daily basis in teaching, research, and advising capacities allows for members 
of the faculty to have unparalleled influence on the lives of students, an influence that Richard Light 
(2001) claims many faculty members often underestimate. Faculty members’ efforts, both in their 
individual work with students on a daily basis, and their participation in centrally-sponsored programs and 
initiatives such as those outlined in this report, are fundamentally critical to the Utah State University’s 
student retention endeavors and accomplishments, and should be emphatically noted as the basis for the 
accomplishments listed in this report, and the foundation for the successes to be achieved in the future. 
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Report from the Educational Policies Committee 
October 6, 2009 
 
 
The Educational Policies Committee met on October 1, 2009.  The agenda and minutes of the 
meeting are posted on the Educational Policies Committee web page1 and are available for 
review by the members of the Faculty Senate and other interested parties.  
 
During the October 1st meeting of the Educational Policies Committee, the following discussions 
were held and key actions were taken.  
 
1. Approval of the report from the Curriculum Subcommittee meeting of October 1, 2009 
which included the following notable actions:  
 
• The Curriculum Subcommittee approved 112 requests for course actions 
 
• Approval of the request from the Health, Physical Education and Recreation 
Department to rename the Master of Science in Health, Physical Education and 
Recreation degree to Master of Science in Health and Human Movement 
 
2. Approval of the report from the Academics Standards Subcommittee meeting of 
September 10, 2009. Of note: 
 
• For information only: Some departments/colleges are allowing advisors to give 
students upper division credit for lower division courses taken at other institutions or 
allowing an advisor to give student credits for work experience just before graduation 
to allow the student to complete degree requirements. With current Banner capabilities, 
those who make those exceptions will be noted by name and a report given to the 
appropriate Deans.  
 
• Changes to the E-mail Communication Policy were approved to now read: 
 
All students enrolled at USU must specify a preferred e-mail address in the central 
system of record. A university-provided account or a commercial service provider e-
mail account may be specified. A preferred e-mail addresses may be specified or 
changed at http://id.usu.edu/ . University officials, including advisors, professors, 
administrators, and various office personnel, may use a student’s preferred e-mail 
account as an official means of communication. It is the responsibility of all students to 
check their e-mail accounts on a regular basis. Students will be held accountable as 
being officially notified when any correspondence is sent by University representatives 
to their preferred@ e-mail accounts.  
 
This change allows students to use an email account of their choice as their preferred 
account rather than that provided by the university.  
 
 
• FERPA training policy: Current policy states that deans and department heads 
insure that faculty are trained in FERPA procedures and the Human Resources office 
tracks this training.  A motion was passed that deans and department heads will be 
notified of faculty who need training and that the training will be effective for three 
years. After three years, if the faculty member is not retrained, they will lose access to 
confidential records. The training will be available on‐line and provided by the 
Registrar’s office. It was recommended that this policy go into effect in October 2010.  
 
• David Hole was elected chair of the Academic Standards for the 2009-2010 
academic year. 
 
3. Approval of the report of the General Education Subcommittee meeting of September 15, 
2009.  Of note: 
 
• The following General Education courses were approved: 
HONR 1300 (BAI)  
APEC 5020 (CI)   
SOIL 5750 (CI)  
 
• Three information items: 
 
o Utah’s Participation in AACU LEAP. Utah State University, along with all 
other state institutions in Utah, will be participating in The Association of 
American Colleges and Universities’ Liberal Education and America’s Promise 
(LEAP). LEAP is an initiative that champions the value of a liberal education and 
focuses campus practice on fostering essential learning outcomes for all students, 
whatever their chosen field of study.  
 
o CIL Review. The panel assigned to create a questionnaire about the CIL exam 
reported on their progress. The questionnaire will be distributed to USU faculty 
and will be used to assess the relevancy of different parts of the CIL exam. 
 
o Educated Person’s Conference. The Educated Person’s Conference will be held 
October 30, 2009 at Utah Valley University. The topic is Metarubrics and the 
USHE: Knowing What We Really Teach. The Subcommittee was invited to attend 
and the Provost Office is willing to support participation.  
 
 
1. http://www.usu.edu/fsenate/epc/2009‐2010/Minutes/Oct12009epcminutes.pdf 
Report from the Educational Policies Committee 
November 5, 2009 
 
 
The Educational Policies Committee met on November 5, 2009.  The agenda and minutes of the 
meeting are posted on the Educational Policies Committee web page and are available for review 
by the members of the Faculty Senate and other interested parties.  
 
During the November 5
th
 meeting of the Educational Policies Committee, the following 
discussions were held and key actions were taken.  
 
1. Approval of the report from the Curriculum Subcommittee meeting of November 5, 2009 
which included the following notable actions:  
 
 The Curriculum Subcommittee approved  63 requests for course actions 
 
 The request from the Health, Physical Education and Recreation Department to 
change the name of the Teaching emphasis to the Physical Education Teaching 
emphasis under the BS Human Movement Sciences degree was approved. 
 
 The request from the Nutrition, Dietetics and Food Sciences Department to 
discontinue the Culinary Arts/Food Service Management option (CS/FSM) in the BS 
degree in Nutrition, Dietetics and Food Sciences was approved. 
 
 The request for an Exception for BA in Family Life Studies was approved. 
 
2. Approval of the report from the Academics Standards Subcommittee meeting of October 
15, 2009. Of note: 
 
For information only:  
 
 Second Bachelors Degree: Students register for a new endorsement when returning 
to take additional coursework in the same or similar major after earning a bachelor 
degree. 
 
 Academic Standing Policy: Current academic standing is based on cumulative GPA. 
The registrar’s office will propose that academic standing be calculated on a 
semester basis instead and use attempted hours rather than earned hours.  
 
 Study Abroad Grades: A consistent policy is needed that takes into account the 
challenges of study abroad courses taken through USU.  An expanded drop policy 
was discussed that would provide flexibility for students who do not complete the 
course but would make sure that the registration for the course is still tracked and 
appears on the transcript as a “W”.  
 
 Repeat Policy: USU uses the last course grade when courses are repeated and many 
other universities use the best course grade for repeated courses. The merits of both 
methods were discussed and further feedback from associate deans and advisors will 
be sought before continuing this discussion in the committee.  
 
3. Approval of the report of the General Education Subcommittee meeting of October 20, 
2009.  Of note: 
 
 The following General Education course was approved: 
APEC 5015 (QI)  
 
 Expiration date for General Education Courses:  The General Education 
Committee voted unanimously to impose a 15 year shelf life on courses 
articulated for general education. Those wishing to use credits older than that may 
appeal to the Chair of the General Education Committee. 
 
 Dr. Roberta Herzberg was selected as the new Chair for Social Sciences 
Subcommittee 
 
4. Other Business 
 
The nomination of John Barton, faculty member at the USU Uintah Basin Regional Campus, for 
membership in the USU Academic Standards Committee to represent the Regional Campuses 
and Distance Education unit was approved 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
POLICY MANUAL 
 
FACULTY 
 
Number 401 
Subject: Composition and Authority of the Faculty 
Effective Date: July 1, 1997 
Effective Date of Last Revision: July 1, 1999 
 
 
401.3 RESIDENT AND NONRESIDENT FACULTY 
MEMBERS DISTINGUISHED 
 
The resident faculty consists of all those faculty members who work at the Logan campus 
and maintain a primary office there. The nonresident faculty consists of all faculty 
members whose primary place of work and primary office is off the Logan campus. 
 
401.34 THE TENURED AND TENURE-ELIGIBLE FACULTY 
 
34.1 Description and Eligibility 
 
The tenured and tenure-eligible faculty consists of those individuals appointed to carry 
out the University's scholarly and educational functions and who have been or may be 
granted permanent status (policy 405.1.2). They receive their appointments within 
academic units. 
 
All faculty in this category either hold tenure or enter the process that leads to the 
granting of tenure. 
 
Tenured and tenure-eligible faculty appointments shall not be made for less than .5 FTE. 
50 percent time. 
 
34.2 Academic Ranks: Core Faculty 
 
Tenure and tenure-eligible faculty members appointed to an academic department are the 
"core" faculty and hold one of the following ranks: Instructor, Assistant Professor, 
Associate Professor, or Professor. A description of each follows. (See policy 405.2 for a 
complete discussion of the criteria for appointment or promotion for these ranks.) 
 
 
(1) Instructor. 
Comment [JE1]: Note: PRPC recognizes that if 
academic units hold branch campus faculty to the 
same tenure requirements as main campus faculty, 
for publishing expectations, for example, branch 
campus faculty could have difficulty qualifying since 
their roles statements often reflect, for example, a 
higher teaching load. 
 
 
Appointment as instructor requires, a master's degree or its equivalent, as determined by 
professional colleagues, and demonstrated ability related to the role assignment. 
 
(2) Assistant professor. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to assistant professor requires a terminal degree 
or its equivalent; demonstrated ability in teaching, research, extension, or other qualifying 
work; evidence of scholastic promise; and evidence of progressive professional 
development as determined by professional colleagues. 
 
(3) Associate professor. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to associate professor requires all the 
qualifications prescribed for an assistant professor; an established reputation based upon 
a balance of scholarship, teaching, and service; and/or broad recognition for professional 
success in the field of appointment. 
 
(4) Professor. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to professor requires all the qualifications 
prescribed for an associate professor and an established outstanding reputation in the field 
of appointment. 
 
34.3 Academic Ranks: Librarians 
 
Faculty members appointed to the academic unit of the library hold one of the following 
ranks: Affiliate Librarian, Assistant Librarian, Associate Librarian, or Librarian. A 
description of each follows. (See policy 405.3 for a complete discussion of the criteria for 
appointment or promotion for these ranks.) 
 
(1) Affiliate librarian. 
 
Appointment as affiliate librarian requires, a terminal degree in library and information 
science, which is a master's degree in library and information science, from an institution 
accredited by the American Library Association or a master's degree and appropriate 
credentials for assignment to areas with specialized needs and demonstrated ability 
related to the role assignment. 
(2) Assistant librarian. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to assistant librarian requires all the 
qualifications prescribed for an affiliate librarian; demonstrated ability in librarianship, 
research, or other qualifying work; evidence of scholastic promise; and evidence of 
professional development as determined by professional colleagues. 
 
Comment [JE2]: The phrase “evidence of 
scholastic promise” is also found in Sec 405.2.1, 3.1, 
and 5.1. PRPC recommends it be stricken in all 
cases, as vague and already covered by other 
verbiage.  
(3) Associate librarian. 
 
Appointment as or advancement to associate librarian requires all the qualifications 
prescribed for an assistant librarian; an established reputation in librarianship based on 
scholarship, and service; and/or broad recognition for professional success in 
librarianship. 
 
(4) Librarian. 
 
Appointment as or advancement to librarian requires all the qualifications prescribed for 
an associate librarian and an established outstanding reputation in the field of academic 
librarianship. 
 
34.4 Academic Ranks: Extension 
 
Faculty members appointed to the academic unit of Extension and who fulfill general 
Extension responsibilities hold one of the following ranks: Extension Instructor, 
Extension Assistant Professor, Extension Associate Professor, or Extension Professor. A 
description of each follows. (See policy 405.4 for a complete discussion of the criteria for 
appointment or promotion for these ranks.) 
 
(1) Extension instructor. 
 
Appointment as Extension instructor requires a master's degree or its equivalent, as 
determined by professional colleagues, and demonstrated ability related to the role 
assignment. 
 
(2) Extension assistant professor. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to Extension assistant professor requires a 
terminal degree or its equivalent; demonstrated ability in teaching, research, extension, or 
other qualifying work; evidence of scholastic promise; and evidence of progressive 
professional development as determined by professional colleagues. 
(3) Extension associate professor. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to Extension associate professor requires all the 
qualifications prescribed for an Extension assistant professor; an established reputation 
based upon a balance of scholarship, teaching, and service; and/or broad recognition for 
professional success in the field of appointment. 
 
(4) Extension professor. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to Extension professor requires all the 
qualifications prescribed for an extension associate professor and an established 
outstanding reputation in the field of appointment. 
 
34.5 Academic Ranks: Extension Agents 
 
This historic title is no longer in use; instead, refer to “Academic Ranks: Extension” (see 
Section 401.3.4). 
  
Faculty members appointed to the academic unit of Extension and who serve as 
Extension agents hold one of the following ranks: Affiliate Extension Agent, Assistant 
Extension Agent, Associate Extension Agent, or Extension Agent. A description of each 
follows. (See policy 405.5 for a complete discussion of the criteria for appointment or 
promotion for these ranks.) 
 
(1) Affiliate extension agent. 
 
Appointment as affiliate extension agent requires a bachelors degree and demonstrated 
ability in Extension related to the role assignment. 
 
(2) Assistant Extension agent. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to assistant Extension agent requires a master's 
degree or its equivalent; demonstrated ability in teaching and developing programs 
relevant to the identified population; evidence of scholastic promise; and evidence of 
progressive professional development. 
 
(3) Associate Extension agent. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to associate Extension agent requires all the 
qualifications prescribed for an assistant Extension agent; an established reputation based 
upon a balance of scholarship, teaching, Extension work and service; and/or broad 
recognition for professional success in Extension. 
 
(4) Extension agent. 
 
Appointment as or advancement in rank to Extension agent requires all the qualifications 
prescribed for an associate Extension agent and an established outstanding reputation in 
the field of appointment. 
 
34.6 Exceptions 
 
Under extraordinary circumstances exceptions to Section 401.3 may be made to the 
qualifications for appointment in the various ranks in order to fulfill the mission of the 
University. Exceptions require petition to and approval by the President, and must specify 
a time period for meeting the qualifications. 
 
